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NISI PRIUS, 



KASTKR 'J’ERM, 43 GEO. JJL 


FIRST SITTING IN TERM AT GUILDHALL. 



Sj'URiiiEit fiisainst Eldf.uton, one, &c. 

^ I''Ills was an action of assumpsit for money paid, laid out, 
and ex})ondeil, with tlie usual money counts. 

Plea of Non-assumpsit. 

The j)laintiirin the action uas an auctioneer; and the action 
was brought to recover from the defendant the sum of 75/. under 
the following circumstances :—The defendant had employed the 
plaintiff to sell an estate. The plaintiff accordingly put it up to 
sale, and it was knocked down to a purchaser; but after it had 
been so sold, it was objected to by the purchaser, on the grounds 
of a defect in the title. The defendant insisted that it was a 
go»d title; and that the buyer should coinj)1ete his purchase. 
Upon which an action was brought by the purchaser, who re¬ 
fused to complete *his purchase, to recover back the depo.sit 
against the auctioneer, the plaintiff in tliis cause. 

AVhen the action was commenced against Sjmrrier, the plain¬ 
tiff, he gave notice of it to the defendant; and n^juired him to 
defend the action. The defendant Jihlarton^ declined to do it. 
Upon which the plaintiff paid back the money he had received as 
a deposit, without further contest; and also the costs of the 
action, and those of his own attoriU'V, 'together with the excise 
duty charged on the sale, and interest on it f rom the time of the 
Voi.. R sale: 


Where an 
auctioneer has 
sold nil estate, 
tlio titlu of 
which being 
objoi'ted to, 
and hi; retiis- 
ing to j fill in 
the deposit, an 
.iriiun is 
bi ought, in 
which he 
afterwaiijs 
pays tile costs, 
the auctioneer 
cannot recover 
these costs 
.'igainsi the 
princijial in an 
action for 
money paid to 
his use; he 
must declare 
specially. 

[ *2 ] 
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CA^ES AT N1«I PRIUS, 

sale *. anti tliis action was brought to recover those several sums 

so pakl. 

The other parts of the case being proved, the counsel for the 
plaintiir were j)rocec<ling to examine ns to the expenses of the 
suit, which liutl been inslitulctl against the plniutilf Sjmrriefy to 
recover the deposit. 

Jirs/ii/ic, for the tiefendant, objected to it: 'fhat untler the 
declaration in this action, llie pJ aiii tiff could not go into any evi¬ 
dence to entitle him to recover that demand. The action was Ibr 
money paid, hiid out, and expended lor the deleiidaiit’s use. To 
•entitle him so to recover, it should appear to be clearly money 
so i)aid, laid, and expended; and not be matter of doubtful 
liability or special agreement. If it wa.- cither, the plaintiif 
shoulil liavc liad a special count ailaptod to his cuj". 

Gibl>Si for the plaintiif, contended. That the detemlant liav- 
ing employed the plaintiif to sell upon an invalid title, Lad, by 
putting it up to sale, subjcctecl himself to the action, the ex¬ 
penses of which had been incurred in defending that title; and 
it was ihercfoi’c money paitl to the defendant’s use, and the 
plaintiif entitled to recover it. 

It was ruled by Lord Ellenwokough, That the money paid 
on account of the costs in the cause, could not be recovered in 
this form of action, which was for money paid only; and to re¬ 
cover on the general count, it should appear clearly to be 
money actually and necessarily paid to the party’s use: That 
there should have been a special count, inasmuch iis the right to 
these costs by the plaintiif was not so apparent. Tlio piaintift’ 
migiit have ilcfendcil the action of his own wrong, and without 
an^ authority from the defendant. If he had tione so, he would 
not beeiililJed to call U[)on his principal to pay the costs, as they 
were incurred without his com out. If the plaiiitill'had tleclavcd 
specially, the delendant would then have had notice of tlwse 
points; and ho would have had the jiliuntHI ’s claim on the record, 
and have been prepared to contest it, which, under the present 
declaration, lie could not be prepared to do. But, he was of 
opinion, the plaintiif might recover for the money actually paid 
on the other accounts. 

Oihhs and Barru'u} for tiic plaintiif. 

p.rshhu: and Hughes forlhe defendant. 


.SECOND 



1803. 


SECOND SITTING IN TERM IN THE COMMON 

PLEAS. 


Dok ox tlem. IlrNDLY againsi IItckauby. 

^j^mS was an action of ejectment, to n'covcr possession oF 
*• prc'ini.ses situate in Old Gravel Lanv^ in tlie county oF 
^liddlt'sex. 

Tlic ptaintifl'f^rouiulcd his vij^ht to recover possession of the 
premises mentioned in the declaration, npoii a right of entry 
given by a. j'ovcnant in a lease, which had been made by JAary 
1 Uvtihf to the deleudant liiclarhjij. 

'^I'he covenant was, 'I'iiat the defendant lUcLarbii, IIjc lessee, 
should not assign or underlet tlie premises* demised; and the 
lessor of the plaintilfrelietl on the defendant having underlet the 
j)remises in (juestion to a person of the name of 

'J’Jie (‘videiice to prove the breach by underletting, given on 
the part of tlie plaintiHi was, 'That after the house had been for 
some time empty, a Mrs. l.ulhiiian had taken possession of it, 
and appeared as the tenant of if. A witness went to the house, 
which was then inhabited by Mrs. Luthman : he asked lu'r how 
she came there, and by whom ,siie had been let into possession of 
the house, and whether she was tenant to Mr. lliclcurby; and 
was about to give Mrs. Lutlmanli, ve})ly, when 

S/irjdicrdf Serjt. objected to the evidence: Tliat what Mrs. 
fjurliMiHi- had said was not evidence against Itic/curby: 'Phat 
Mrs. Luthman ought herself to be called, to prove in what rela¬ 
tion she stooil tf) liic/iurbj/, as to the possession: That she might 
haft* been put in there as servant to Mr. liicharhii^ which would 
not have been an lUiderlelting sulTicient tt) creab* a forll-ilure. 

Lortl Am’.vnlky. If she is there in the character of a serv.m/, 
why <lon’t you prove it? I'he covenant is, that JUrkarby shall 
not assign or underlet. The landlord finds a per.son in [>osses- 
sion acting and appearing as the tenant; if she is so, there has 
beem an underletting; and I am of opinion, that the ileclarations 
of the person found in the house is evidence. 'I'he only dIPicuhy 
that could occur against the plaintilf wiyi, to see whether Mrs. 
l/ufhman was found in the house, either as i-ervant to Itirkarluf^ 
or ]»crkaps let in as a matter of favour ami kindness: in either of 

li t> which 


Wlwre tlierc 
is a right of 
cnliy eyven lor 
an assii;,niiigor 
uiidorletting, 
if a person is 
found in tlie 
premises, ap- 
pe.iiing .IS the 
icn.'int, it is 
prhuti facie 
evidence of an 
underletting 
.sudicient to 
c.ill upon tJie 
defendant to 
shew in what 
cliaiacter such 
pei son was in 
jHi-s-session, as 
tenant or as 
servant to tlie 
lessee. 
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Though u 
sliip, wlicn 
.she .Sciils on :i 
voy:if;e, is not 
SLUWurthy, 
and after j).irt 
of the voyage 
is pel fomi'-’d 
she IS forcetl 
into port, and 
compelled to 
abandon the 
voyage, that 
does not en¬ 
title the sailors 
to recot er 
wages for any 
pait of the 
voyagi*. 
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wliicli cases there would be no breach of the covenant; but it 
was lawfid for the plaintiff to inquire of the party whom he found 
in the house, in what way she occupied it; and if she said she 
rentcil it, and lier oeeiijtation appcarctl a.4 tenant of the house, I 
hold that it was suffieiwit for the lessor of tlio plaintiff to rely on 
it as a breach of the covenant, to entitle him to call on tlie de¬ 
fendant to shew in what character she in fact did occupy it; if 
not as tenant to the defendant, but in some other character. 

Verdict for the plaintifl’, 

• Sei'jt. and Tlxpinasse for the plaintiff. 

Shcp/trrdf Scijt. lor the defendant. 


SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM IN THE KING'S 

RENCIL 


Kakkn against Thom. 


A SSIjMPSIT for seaman’s wayes. 

Plea of Non-assumpsii. 

The ilofendant was the owner of a ship, \W\ng ni Ijhnpool; 
and had hired the plaintiff to proceed as mate on board the .ship, 
on a voyage to Vkilaihlphia. 'I’lie ship sailed on the voyage, 
but was under the necessity oi’})utthig into Corh\ not from any 
uncommon badness of the weather, but from the circumstance of 
the want of seaworthiness in the shij); wliIcIi, on inspection, 
was found not to be capable of rej)air.s; so that she was con¬ 
demned and sold, and the voyage abandoned. 

lirshine^ fcjr the jjlaintiff, admitted that, in common cases, 
freight was the mother of wages; and that if the ship was .lost, 
the sailor liad no claim: hut he contended, that that was the 
case where the ship was seaworthy, when she sailed on her 
voyage, and, unless preventt'd by the common eusualtios of the 
sea, couhl have com[)leted he" voyage, and the seaman earned 
his wages. The owner, by sciuling out a shij) incapable; of 
performing the voyage, could not defeat the plaiiitiif's claim to 
wages where he had been willing to serve, and where the voyage 
was lost ami defeated bv reason ol' the defeiulaiit’s own default, 
and Jiot throiigli any fftult of the plaintiff. 

Lord EnLKNMORoufiii said. That the cases had never made the 
distinction contended lor by Mr. Erskinc. Tlie rule of law was 

>.»eneial. 
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general. Tlic ship must perform her voyage to entitle I he 
seaman to recover ; and if the owner sent her out uiuler such 
circumstances as were stated, it should he the object of a special 
action on the case : but he was of 0])inion, That (he sailoi could 
not, oji the ground stated, recover Ills 

'I'hc plaintilf afterwards proved, Tli eiicr tlic vessel was 
found not to be in a capacity to proceed on the voyage, he was 
ordtred to remain on board until she umlerwent some repair; 
which he did, and for which he claimed wages. 

Eord FiLLKNBonouCrii ruled, 'rimt this being a new contract,, 
the plainliir was entitled to recover on that at count, as llir work 
and labour. 

Verdict for the plaintilf. 

Krxlcinr and Muynjal for the plainliii'. • 

iin* the delemiant. 


Eakk.n 

ag^ainsi 

'I'noM. 


srrriNfbDAY after term 

I'LEAS. 


IN THE COMMON 


agabi.sl Kym:s. 

was an action of tiebt against the ilefendant, as vavdon 
* of the Fleet, to recover a sum of 1002/. the amount of a 
judgment recovered jit tlie suit ol’ the plaintiO’, against one 
T/tonms JohvstovCi who luul been charged in execution ; and, by 
the defendant, permitted to escape. 

The declaration, in the iisnal form, staled the judgment and 
several writs of execution issued against ,/o/i//s/onc, ami neaping 
od satisfncinulum dii’ccti'd ti» the sheriff of by virtue 

of which writ the sheriff took Johnsfonr, ami kept .and detained 
him in prison; nnlil afterwards Johnstone, by virtue of a writ of 
habeas corpus cum causa, before then sued out of the court of our 
said Lord the King, before the King himself, against the saiil 
Thomas Johnslonr, directeti to the saitl sheriflj ami returnable 
immediat('ly after the said sheriff’s receipt of the same, was, by 
the said slna iff of Middlesex, in obedience to that writ, taken 
before the honourable Sir Souldcn Ita’isircnce, at his chambers in 
Serjeants* Inn, Chnncvrtj Jjanc; and in and by the return of the 
said writ of habeas corpus, the said Thomgs Johnstone v/as charged 
by virtue of the said writ of haheus corpus, by Charles Turner, 
with the sail! writ of capias ad salisfacimdum i and ihercfon: 

the 


I ] 


AJay Cstli. 

An avciiTicnt 
ot ;i wiit, .inJ 
r«auin to this 
dfect. “ A? 
by till- s.ihl 
writ anti re¬ 
turn thereon, 
now remain- 
ing in roiirl, 
nioie fully •ip- 
pears,” is not 
supj)ortO(l,un- 
f css it has been 
iiloij, .»nd an 
oflice-copy !> 
offeiiil in evi¬ 
dence. 
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the siiitl Thomas Johmtune was thereupon coniiniltcd by llic said 
Sir Soulden Lavcrencc to the custody of the Marshal of the Mar- 
shahea of the Court of our said Lord the King; there to remain 
until he sliould have satisfied the said Charles Turner (the })laiji- 
tiif) the said debt and damages aforesaid, in the said writ of 
capias ad satisfaciendum mentioned, as by the said writ of haheas 
cenpiiSi and the return thereofj and ll>e said conunitm6iit thereon, 
no's) remaining in the said Court more fuHy appears. 

The plaintilPs counsel called the Marshal of tiie Khig’s Bench 
prison. He produced tlie writ of habeas corpus referred to in 
the declaration, by which Johnstone had been committed to his 
custody. Ih'ing asked, from wlience he ’lad brought it ? he an¬ 
swered, From tlie Kinfs Bench prison; ajul •..’here it was filed 
with the clerk of the papers. 

It was then objected, by the defendant’s counsel, that the evi¬ 
dence ofiered w'as not legal; neither did it support the allegation 
in the declaration: That the averment in the declaration was of 
a record. It stated the haheas cenpiis return and commitment as 
remaining in the Court of our said Lord the King: that was 
stating it as affiled of record. When so staled, it sliould come 
out ol the ])laco from where the records of the Court proceed. 

1 he habeas should have been filed, and an office-copy oft’ered in 
evidence: That by a rule of the Court of King^s Bench, every 
coimniititur was necessary to bo entered on the roll; so that it 
should appear that Johnstone was legally in custody, which would 
appear by such conimittitur: That it was necessary for the plain¬ 
tiff to liave made this averment; and cited Wightman v. Mullins, 

2 Strange, 1226. 

It was answered by the plaintiff’s counsel, That this was an 
immaterial averment, and therefore not necessary to bo proved: 
I hat it never had been the practice to file writs ol' habeas coipip, 
nor was there any place for filing such writs; they were the au¬ 
thority by which the Marshal held the person in custody, and 
his authority for removing the prisoner from one custody to ano¬ 
ther, without subjecting him to an escape : That the form of 
them shewed that they were not to be returned. Other writs 
were returnable « Before us at IVestminstaf or « Wherever wc 
shall be in Bnglandf but writs of habeas corpus were to bring 
the body before a Judge of the Court, and returnable before the 
Lord Chief Justice; so feJiat in fact it was not an act of the Court, 
but of a single Judge out of Court. 

Lord Alvanlev was of opinion, That the evidence did not 

support 
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support the allegation in the declaration; and nonsuited the 
plaintifT. 

Vaughan, Serjt. Bdyla), Serjt. and Espinasse lor the plaintiir. 
Shepherd, Serjt. and La'mes for the defendant. 

Vide a Bof. and Pull. 456, where th.c point here lulcd was confirmed. 


1803. 

Turner 

aj^ainst 

Evles. 




SITTINGS AFTER TERM IN THE KING’S BENCH. [ 11 ] 


Berkley against Walmslev. 
rjl^'^HIS was an action of debt, on the slat. 12th of Ann for 


usury. 

The declaration was in the common form, stating the usury 
ill taking above legal interesl for the forbearing and giving tlay 
of payment on a loan of 29/. .'3s, from the ‘iOth oi Augmi to the 
7th September. 

The circumstances of the case were tliesc: A bill of exchange 
was drawn by persons of tlic name of Messrs. l'Ia*vckcSy on the 
defendant Walmslcy for 30/. in their own favour, two months 
alter date. It was by them indorsed over, and had come by in¬ 
dorsement into the hands of a Mr. M. Cutler; and became due 
tin the 7th of September. 

When it was in Mr. Cutler'^ possession, he sent it to Walmslcy, 
the defendant, for his accejitaiice, by a person of the name of, 
he applied to Walmsley for his acceptance, on the 19th oi August. 
Walmslcy said, “ The bill has some time to run; if you will let 
me deduct the discount, I’ll let you have the money now.” Jujip 
said. He could then give no answw; but would communicate it 
to CullcT. He did so; and Cutler agreed to take it. The legal 
interest for the time the bill had to run, was Is. 6d. only. Jujyp 
brought it back to the defendant; who then said. He would 
have 6d. in the pound for giving the money. Jupj) told Iiim, 
He woukl take what he thought right; anti he accordingly de¬ 
ducted Itfs. and paid over 29/. 6s. the remainder of the 30/. 

Gibbs, for the defendant, objected: That this evidence did not 
support the declaration for usury ; and that the plaintiff should 
be callctl: That to constitute usury, there must be a loan of 
money, which necessarily carried witJi it the idea of a party lend¬ 
ing it, and having a right to call for a repayment. In this case 
there was no loan by Walmdey : he could never recal tliis money. 

It 


May 27th. 

If a person, 
upon whom ,a 
bill is diawn, 
and which has 
some time to 
run, gives the 
•amount of the 
bill to the 
holder, de¬ 
ducting from 
it a sum more 
than the Icg.il 
interest for the 
time the bill 
liad to run, it 
is not usury. 


[ 12 J 
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CASES AT NISI PRIIJS, 


J803. 


Berkley 
against 
W ALMS LEY. 


[ ^3 ] 


In an action 
for words im¬ 
puting disho¬ 
nesty and bad 
conduct to a 
servant, by 
which she has 
lost a place, 
evidence of an¬ 
tecedent good 
conduct is ad' 
fiussiblc. 


It WAS a mere payment of the debt by him before it was due, for 
which the other party consented to allow the sum deducted. 

It was answered by the plaintiff’s counsel, That the taking 
above five jtcr cent, constituted usury, however disguised : That 
Cutler not being entitled to the money until the 7th of Septem¬ 
ber; if he received it before that time, he was a debtor; and it 
was, qtinsi^ a loan from Walmsley to him: That the offence of 
usury consisted in the taking of interest exceeding five per cent.: 
That by advancing the amount of the bill ten days before it was 
due, the defendant had received IBs. for the use of 29/. 5s. from 
the 28th of August to the 7th of September, which was clearly 
usurious, and which might be made ;) cloak for usury; as a 
party who was about to lend money might do i*. by having a bill 
drawn upon him'ScIf, and discounting his own bill at a usurious 
interest for the advance of the money. 

Lord Ei.t.KNnoRpUGn at first inclined to hold it to be usuri¬ 
ous, insomuch as the defendant had taken in discounting this bill 
above five per cent.; but his Lordship afterwards was of opinion, 
that it was not a loan of money sufficient to ground usury on it; 
and nonsuited the plaintiff, with liberty to move the Court to 
set the nonsuit aside. 

Getrrorjo and Esjnnasse for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Symomis lor the defendant. 

In the next term the Court of Kings Bench was moved to set 
aside the nonsuit, but the Court concurred in opinion with the 
Lord Chief Justice. See 1 East's Reports, 55. 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL, IN THE 

COMMON PLEAS. 


King against Waring ct Ux. 


T ^’IIIS was an action for slanderous words, with a count for a 
libel, charged to have been written by the defendant’s wife. 
Pica of Not Guilty. 

The words of the libel were stated in the declaration to have 
been spoken and written of the plaintiff (who was a servant, and 
who had lived in the defendant’s service) as having been spoken 
falsely, scandalously, and maliciously, imputing to her dishonesty 
and misconduct, by wliich she had been prevented from getting 

a. scr- 



EASTER TERM, 43 GEO. III. 


li 


a service from a Mrs. Bosanquet, who would have hired her, and 
taken her into her service. 

The plaintiff’ having proved the words, culled .a witness, a per¬ 
son whom she had formerly lived with, to speak to her character 
while in his service. 


1803. 

King 

against 

Waring. 


This was objected to by the defendant’s counsel, as the matter 
in dispute was not what she.had been, but what was her charac¬ 
ter at the time of speaking the words. 

Lord Alvanley ruled, I'hat the evidence was admissible: 
That where the words charged the party with a crime or conduct, 
injurious to his reputation, it was allowable to receive evidence 
of an antecedently good character; general character was, in 
some respects, in issue. The words charged the plaintiff' gene¬ 
rally with dishonesty and misconduct while in service; and he 
should receive therefore tlu^ evidence as it referred to the plain¬ 
tiff’s situation in life, in answer to the slander, with which the 
defendant w'as charged. 


After the plaintiff* had been discharged by the defendant, she 
ImwI applied to a Mrs. Bosanquet to be hired; and referred her 
to the defendant, desiring Mrs. Bosanquet to send to the defen** 
dant for her character. Mrs. Bosanquet did write a letter to in¬ 
quire into the plaintiff’s character; in answer to which, Mrs. 
JVaring wrote back the answer upon which the action was 
founded, as amounting to a libel. It stated her reasons for dis¬ 
charging the plaintiffj as a woman of improper conduct; but 
* which representation of the plaintiff was entirely without foun¬ 
dation. 

It was suggested, That this letter, which Mrs. Bosanquet had 
been prevailed upon to write, was procured by the plaintiff with 
a view of getting such a reply, she being well apprised of Mrs. 
liLarin^% sentiment, and not as a fair inquiry after character; 
its .admissibility w.as therefore, on that ground, objected to. 

Lord Alvanley. The question is. If, in consequence of the 
letter so written by the defendant, and which letter was false and 


Though a let¬ 
ter, giving a 
false character 
of 3 servant, 
may be the 
ground of an 
action, yet if 
written as an 
answertoa let¬ 
ter sent, not 
with a view of 
obtaining a 
character, but 
with an inten- 
don of obtain¬ 
ing such an an¬ 
swer as should 
be the ground 
of an action, 
no acdon can 
be sustained. 

[ *15 ] 


unfounded, the plaintiff was prevented from getting a place ? It 
has been decided, that giving a character to a servant, however 
injurious to them, yet if fairly given, would not sustain an action; 
but if the letter was procured by another letter, not written with 
a fair view of inquiring a character, but to procure an answer. 


upon which to ground an action for i libel, sucli evidence, I 
think, ought not to be admitted. 


This 
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1803. 

fCiNCS 

i^ainsi 

Warvx^, 

[ 16 ] 

On an issue of 
non est faetum 
to declare on 
bond, the an¬ 
swer of the de¬ 
fendant to a 
bill in equity, 
in which he 
admits the 
execution, is 
not sufficient, 
unless some 
account is giv¬ 
en of the sub¬ 
scribing wit¬ 
ness, and why 
heisAotcallea; 
for if it cad be 
procured, he 
should prove 
the execution 
of the bond. 


£ n ] 


This was hot proved, and the plaintiff had a verdict. 

Cockdl, Seijt. and IVigle^ for the plaintiff. 

BeStf Seijt. and Barrow for the defendant. 

Sir John Call, Bart, against Dunning. 

T his was an action of debt on bond. 

Plea of Non est factum. 

To prove the execution of the bond under issue, the plaintiff 
produced an answer in Chancery by the defendant, to a bill filed 
by the plaintiff for a discovery; in which answer the defendant 
hatl admitted the execution of the bond. 

The bond was witnessed by a person of the name of Richard 
tVilsmi. 

Rrs/cifte, for the defendant, contendetl, That tliis evidence of 
the execution was insufficient and inadmissible, without proving 
that the subscribing witness was out of the jurisdiction of the 
Court, or dead, or without accounting, in some way, why he was 
not called ; and that it had been decided, that a party should not 
even be allowed to confess his own deed. 

It was answered by Qibbsy for the plaintiff, That though where 
the only issue between the parties was, whether the bond pro^ 
duced was the deed of the defendant or not, it had been required 
to produce the subscribing witness; that was to enable the de¬ 
fendant to shew if the deed had or had not been obtained by a 
fraud: That the defendant having had an opportunity therefore 
of stating in his answer, if there had been any fraud; and not 
having done so, it stood on the single question of Whether the 
deed was the defendant’s or not ? and having admitted it, it was 
sufficient proof of the issue. 

Lord Elllnbokougii said, That the settled rule of evidence 
was, in all cases, to call the subscribing witness. Cases certainly 
had occurred, in which that had been dispensed with: that might 
have been the case here, if a proper foundation had been laid, by 
proving inquiries to have been made after the subscribing wit¬ 
ness; and that ho could not be found, or that he was not within 
the reach of the process of the Court. But without such evi¬ 
dence, ho thought that what was offered in tlic present case was 
insufficient; and that the plaintiff must be called. 

Gibbs and Const for tlie plaintiff. 

Erskine for the defendant. 

Diis 
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I’fiis c<asc was .afterwards moved; but the Court agreed with 
the Lord Chief Justice, and refused a rule to set the noAsuit 
aside. Vide Abbott v. Pbmhc, Dougl. 116. Laing v. Rainey 2 Bos, 
and Pull. 85. But where the deed wa^ in the hands of the de¬ 
fendant, and it was relied upon to be an act of bankruptcy, it 
having been made by a bankrupt to the defendant, the admission 
(^f the dolcndant, on his examination before the commissioners 
that the bankrupt had executed such a deed, was held to be good 
evidence, without the subscribing witness. Bowles v. Jjqngwortht 
5 Term Ilc 2 ). 566. 


1803. 

Sir 3, OAZitf, 
Bart. 
against 
Dunning. 


IvEAME against Bray. 


t 18 1 


was an action of trespass, ri el armis. , 

't'ho dcclaraliun stated, that the defendant, with great force In an actioaof 

and violence, drove a certain onc-horse-chaise of him, the de- 

fendant, against a certain curricle, wherein the plaintifi’was then in^^chaire 

riding, by which he was thrown out, much hurt, and the chaise against ano- 
, , ^ • ther, and in- 

broke to pieces. juring it, the 

The defendant pleaded the general issue, not guilty. plaintiff must 

The plaintiir proved the accident Iiaving taken place on the tlte 

road near Stoclrwell. There was no evidence by whom the one- owner,wasac- 
horse-chaisc was driven, except that Bray^ the defendant, was 
seen at Stockwcll about ten minutc.s after the accident; and that as if it was 
the accident having been mentioned at Aldridge's sale some time ® 

after, he said that his own chaise was broken to pieces; but there action would 
was no direct admission by him that he had been driving the 
chaise at the time of the accident. 

The dclbndaut’s counsel insisted the plalntilT should bo called; 
for that if the chaise was driven by a servant, trespa.«s vi et armis 
would not lie; and cited Macmanus v. CrickeU, 1 East's 
Mcp. 106. 

Tlie plaintiff’s counsel contended, That it must be presumed 
the owner was driving, from the circumstance of Ids having been 
seen at Slockwell so soon after, coupled with the conversation at 
Aldridgds ; but that at all events, it was evidence for the jury. ' 

Lord Ellemborouoh ruled, That it was not a matter of pre- [ iO ] 

sumption to be left to a jury, whether the chaise W'as driven by 
the master or by a servant: as in case it was driven by the latter, 
the plaintiff had misconceived his action. It should therefore be 
proved. 

The plainliff afterwards called a person who had been in the 
chaise with the dcll’iidanb who proved that the defendant him¬ 
self 
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1803, 


Lkamc 

afiainst 

Bkay. 


self had been driving it wlion the accident happened; and a ver¬ 
dict was found for the plaintiff. 

ErsUne, Ganwo, and Hovell for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Park for the defendant. 


Mjllek against Williams. 

sideJS^ut’ A recover the amount of a shoemaker's bill, 

ofthejurisdic- "i’he demand was for Si. Is. 

a ; but in order to de- 

lZ- phiintiff to costs, it was set up by tlic de- 

his occa- fendant, that he was liable to be summoiie,! to the Cm/l of Con- 
derwriting a in Ijomlon^ under the statute of 39 and -tO Geo. 3. c. 104., 

policy^ at giving jurisdiction to tlic Court of Conscience in London, as to 

the amount of 5l. 

where he has By the fifth clause of that statute it is enacted, “ That it shall 
iSing h?s°^ ^ person or persons, whether residing within the 

city of London or elsewhere, who shall have any debt due to 
them, not exceeding 5/. from any person or persons whatsoever, 
residing or inhabiting within the city of London, * or the liberties 
thercoi; or keeping any house, warehouse, simp, shed, stall, or 
stand, or seeking a livelihood, or trading or dealing as albrosaid, 
to cause such debtor or debtors, person or persons, from whom 
such debt or debts shall be due and owing, or claimed and tle- 
inanded, and so resident, inhabiting, or keeping any houses ware¬ 
house, shop, shed, stall, or stand, or seeking a livelihood, or 
trading or dealing as aforesaid, to be warned or summoned by 
personal service, or by a printed or written summons left at the 
dwelling-house, lodgings, or place of abode, warehouse, shop, 
shed, stall, stand, or any other place of dwelling of such debtor, 
within the jurisdiction of the Court of Requests, to appear before 
the commissioners at Guildhall, &c. who, if the debt does not 
exceed Bl, have power to make order for the payment.” And by 
the 12th clause of that statute, it is further enacted, “ That if 
any action or suit shall be commenced in any other Court than 
the said Court of Bequests, for any debt not exceeding the sum of 
5l. and recoverable by virtue of the said recited acts, and of this 
act, or any of them in the said Cotirt of Bequests, then and in 
every such case, the plaintiff or plaintiffs in such action or suit 
shall not, by reason of a* verdict for him, her, or them, or other¬ 
wise have or be entitled to any costs whatsoever; and if the ver¬ 
dict bhall be given for the defendant or defendants in such ac¬ 
tion 


livelihood 
within the 
city, so as to 
subject him to 
its jurisdic¬ 
tion : it must 
be followed as 
a trade or 
business. 

[ *20 ] 
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tion or suit, and the judge or judges, before whom the same shall 
be tried or heard, shall think fit to certify that such debt ought 
to have been recovered in the said Court of Requests, then * and 
so often such defendant or defendants shall have double costs; 
and shall have such remedy for recovering the same as any de¬ 
fendant or defendants may have for his, her, or their costs in any 
cases by law.” , 

The defendant was an underwriter at IJoyd^^ CofTce-housc. 
His dwelling-house was out of the jurisdiction of the city of 
London; but he had a seat at Lloyd's,, and there followed the 
business of an underwriter, by underwriting policies of insurance 
in the usual way. 

Erskine contended, That though in fact his residence was out 
of the city of London, and so out of the jurisdiction of the Court 
of Conscie7i.ee, he came under the description of a person trading, 
dealing, and seeking a livelihood within the city of London, ac¬ 
cording to the meaning and terms of the act; that his business 
and occupation was that of an underwriter: he sought a living 
by it; and so came within the descrijition of the act. 

Lord Ellenhorough said. That he thought that, by possi¬ 
bility, a person carrying on business as the defendant did, as an 
underwriter, might be subject to the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Conscience, if he followed it as his trade, or mode of gaining a 
livelihood; but that must depend upon the quantity of business 
which he did, and the mode in which he followed it. He should 
therefore expect evidence to be given to that elfect. A person 
occasionally underwriting a policy, could not bo said to be 
thereby trading, or seeking a livelihood. 

It was then suggested by the plaintiff’s counsel. That the de¬ 
fendant had paid H. 95. into Court, which was an admission of the 
jiirisdiction of the Court; so that the objection could not betaken. 

Lord Ei.LENnoROUGii ruled it to be so. 

Venlict for the plaintiff. 

Garrim and Gitr7iey for the plaintiff. 

Erskine for the defendant. 

Hoffman, Assignee of Phelps, against Pitt, Gent. 

A SSUMPSIT fiH' money had and received. 

The action was brought by the assignees of one Phelps, 
a bankrupt, to recover the amount of die value of an house, fur¬ 
niture, &c. which had belonged to Phelps, the bankrupt, which 
liad been sold, and the money received by the defendant. 


1803. 

Miller 

against 

Williams. 

C *2) ] 


[ 22 3 


A bankrupt 
cannot be call¬ 
ed to explain 
an equivocal 
act of bank¬ 
ruptcy. 


The 
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1803> Tile plaintiff relied on an assignment by deed} made by the 

llM rrw aw 2^3d oi Februart/^ 1802, to the defendant, of his 

Assignee of house, furniture, and pictures; which was, in fact, of every thing 
PHaprs, which he possessed, as being in itself an act of bankruptcy, and so 
entitling him to recover; it being stated, that the bankrupt had no 
warehouse or property of any kind, except wliat was containeil 
in his dwelling-house; so that in fact it was an assignment of all 
his property, and so an act of bankruptcy. 

The defence was, That the defendant having long known the 
C 28 ] family of the wife of the bankrupt; and liaviiig, on the Htli of 
DecembeTi J80I, come to town, and gone to the house of the 
bankrupt, he found an execution in the house for 700/.: U'hat, 
out of motives of regard to the family, he ai|venc-cd that sum ; 
and took from t^ie sheriff a bill of sale of the furnUiirc of the 
house: That in Februavy following, another execution was sent 
into the house, when the defendant paid off tliat execution, and 
took another bill of sale from Fhelps^ the bankrupt hiniseUj in¬ 
cluding the house, which had not before been assigned; and tlic 
furniture, which had. This last was the assignment in question 
relied upon to be an act of bankruptcy. 

On the execution of this second deed, a Mrs. Pindar, who 
was a friend of the defendant, and mother of the bankrupt’s wil'e, 
went into the bouse to take possession for the defendant; and 
after that, Phelps, the bankrupt, and his wife, quitted the house, 
and returned no more. 

The defendant first stood on the title derived under the sheriff’s 
bill of sale, and produced the assignment from the sheriff; and 
proved the execution of it by the sheriff’s officer, the subscribing 
witness. 

This, it was contended, was sufUcient to prove a bond fide pur* 
chase, and a sufficient title to the ilefendunt. 

Gibbs, for the plaintiff^ objected: tliat the judgment slioukl life 
produced; and that the mere production of an assignment, made 
by the sheriff under an execution, was not sufficient, because tlic 
£ 24i ] goods were claimed as against creditors, which the assignees were. 

Erskinc contended, 'That it was sufficient, the property lx:ing 
conveyed by the deed. 

Lord Ellenbobough said. That the judgment was necessary 
lo be protluced, as it was that under which the defendant claimed 
title, the assignment bciqg from the sheriff^ who had not title, 
but in consequence of the judgment and execution founded on it. 

It was then suggested, that the deed February J802, was not 
C an 
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an act of bankruptcy: That in fact it did not convey the whole 
of Phelp^s property; but was an assignment of a part only, given 
as a security, and given hondjide. ; and to prove it, the bankrupt 
was called. He was asked by ErsJeme, If the assignment of the 
23d of Februaty did, or did not, comprize the whole of Ids pro¬ 
perty ? or whether he had any other property, of any description, 
except what was contained in that deed ? 

This was objected to, as tjeing virtually calling him to prove 
or disprove his own act of bankruptcy. It being an act of bank¬ 
ruptcy or not, as the eftccts turned out to be, or not to be, the 
whole of his property; That a bankrupt could not be asked to 
any thing affecting his act of bankruptcy, which this was. 

Erskme contended. That a bankrupt may be called to explain 
a doubtful act, which might be or not an act of bankruptcy, to 
explain qtio animo it was done. 

Lord Ellenborougii. To allow this would go the length 
of taking the sting out of the transaction, which is to constitute 
the act of bankruptcy. He might be asked, in the same Wiay, 
did he give orders to have himself denied ? It goes to defeat the 
act of bankruptcy ; and by a similar mode, it could be made a 
mode of proof of the bankruptcy. It cannot be admitted. 

It was fiirther suggested by the plaintiff’s counsel, that pos¬ 
session had not been taken by the defendant immediately on Uie 
execution of the assignment to the defendant: that it was there¬ 
fore void, under the case of Edwards v. Harhcn^ 2 Term Rep. 
.'^87.; and that the defendant could not claim any title under it. 

Lord Ellenborougu said, ihe not taking possession was, in 
some measure, indicative of fraud; but was not conclusive: that 
this point had occurred on the northern circuit, and the Court 
had held it so: but to make it absolutely void, there must be 
something that shewed the deed fraudulent in the concoction of 
ii. It was incumbent on the person claiming title to shew that 
the transaction w'as bondJi(U. 

The judgment not being produced, the Chief Justice was of 
opinion, that the plaintiff’s title, under the deed of the month of 
December, was not made out; and that the deed of the 25th of 
Februaty being an assigynent of the bankrupt’s whole property, 
was an act of bankruptcy; and that the plaintiff’was entitled to 
recover. 

Gibbs and Holroyd for the plaintiff'. 

Erskine, Gatrow, and Damcey for the defendant. 


1803. 


Hoffman, 
Assignee of 
Phei-ps, 
againit 
Pitt. 


[ 25 ] 
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FIRST SITTING IN TERM AT GUILDHALL. 


On a guaran* 
tee to pay for 
goods sold 
and delivered 
to a third per* 
6on, what 


such person 
has said re- 
apecung the 
goods sold to 
him, is not 
evidence to 
charge the 
person giving 
the guarantee; 
the delivery 
of them must 
be proved 
[ 27 3 


Evans et alt. against Beattie, Executors of James 
Beattie, deceased. 

^'^HIS was an action of assumpsit. 

The declaration stated, that in consideration that the 
plaintifi’s, who were woollen manufacturers, would supply one 
Thomas William Copper with goods, in the way of their trade, 
the testator, James Beattie^ in liis lifetime, undertook and pro¬ 
mised the plaintiffs to guarantee them the payment for such 
goods as they should so send to Copper, in the way of tlieir trade. 
The defendant then averred, that they had supjdied Copper with 
goods to a large amount, for which the said T. W. Copper had 
not paid; by reason of which tlic testator became liable. *’ 

There was a plea of the general issue, with several special 
pleas oiplene administravit, and bonds outstanding. 

To prove that the plaintiffs, in Beatties lifetime, liad deliver¬ 
ed to Copper goods according to the agi ?emcnt, the plaintiffs 
called the book-keeper of Copper, Me proved, that, in the 
month of 1801, was indebted to the plaintiff 

in 10002. which he said was for goods sold to him by the 
plaintiffs. ^ 

To prove a further sum due, the counsel for the plaintiffs 
asked as to the admission made by Copper tlie principal, of other 

goods 
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goods had by him; and for which lie was indebted to the 
plaintiffs. 

This was objected to by the defendant’s counsel, that what he 
said could not be evidence. The fact was known to Copper j 
and he should be called. 

It was argued for the plaintiffs, that the liability of the testa¬ 
tor depending on the extent of the debt due by Copper^ by 
which the testator had made Coppet^s debt his own. that what 
would be evidence to charge Copper^ should be evidence to 
charge the testator; and as his admission would be sufficient 
as against himself, it should be so against the defendant. 

Lord Ellenbohough ruled, that what Copper had been 
heard to say. was not sufficient evidence to charge the defend¬ 
ant. The engagement was to pay for such goods, as should be 
delivered to Copper; not which he should acknowledge to have 
received. The testator or defendant had a right to have that 
delivery proved. There might be collusion between the plain¬ 
tiffs and Copper. Tlie evidence offered was not the best the 
case was capable of; the evidence of Copperas, admission was 
therefore rejected; but the plaintiffs proved a further delivery of 
goods to Copper. 

Verdict for the plaintiffs. 

ErskinCf Parkf and Litlledale for the plaintiffs. 

GarraWf Gibbs, and Espinasse for the defendant. 


LAST SITTING IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 


Clarke against Leslie. 

IT'^HIS was an action of assumpsit. 

-*• The several counts of the declaration were for meat, drink, 
and other necessaries, found and provided for the defendant; 
money lent and paid to the defendant’s use. with other common 
money counts. 

Plea of the general issue. 

Part of the demand claimed arose in this way: the defendant 
had been arrested by a writ out of the Marshalsea Court, for 

to entitle the plaintiff so to recover, he must shew the real transaction, and that 
advanced under such circumstances. 

VoL. V. C 71. 


1803. 

Evans 
et alt. 
agahut 
Beattie. 
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[ 90 ] 


Hi. 6cl .; and was in custody of the officer. 'Phe plaintiff was 
sent for, and paid the debt to the officer; in consequence of 
which the delbadant was discharged out of custody. 

The defence to the action was infancy; and it was objected 
by the defendant’s counsel, that this sum so stated to be paid by 
the plaintiff to the officer, could not be recovered against an 
infant: that it could be recoverable only as money lent and ad¬ 
vanced by the plaintiff to the defendant, or as paid to her use; 
and in either of which cases an infant was not liable; for to en¬ 
title the party to recover the demand, it must be for necessaries, 
or money advanced and directly applied in the payment for 
necessaries. 

It was answered, that the money paid by the pliintiff to pro¬ 
cure the dcfeivlant’s discharge, was to be deemed necessaries; 
that the legal meaning of necessaries was not confined to mere 
meat, drink, education, or articles of that description: that tAai 
which procured the defendant her liberty, which enabled the 
defendant to earn her bread, came equally umlcr the description 
for necc.ssaries; and as such was recoverable. 

Lord Alvanlev. I agree that ilie demand in quciition may 
come under the description of necessaries. If the defendant 
had been taken into custody for a debt contracted for necessaries, 
discharging that demand wtnild be to {>ay for necessaries ; so if 
the defendant had been in execution; that is, if at all events the 
defendant had made herself liable to t!:c debt, and could not con¬ 
trovert it, paying that debt, I think, would bo necessaries. This 
is my opinion; and it was the o})inion of other judges f)r gre:U. 
learning : but, I think, that the plaintifl’ nnut shew that the debt, 
which was so paid here, was cither for necessaries, or that the 
party was in execution. If this was not to be reejuired, .an ai’rest 
for a suppbsed or fraudulent debt might l)e made, and the infant 
might be subjected to tlie p.ayment of the money advanct-d to 
liberate her from an arrest, for a demand for which an infant 
could not legally be made liable. If therefore the plaintiff can 
pi'ovc that the money paid al the spunging-house was paid to 
extricate her from imprisonment foi a iawlid del)t, for wliich she 
was liable, ami might have gone to jail, or if she was then in 
execution, 1 think the money paid may be recovered, as being 
expended for the benefit of the infant; but if no evidence of that 
kind is given, as she may have been in custody on mesne pro¬ 
cess for a debt to which she as an infant was not liable: as she 
may have been arrested fraudulently by the very plaintiff, to 

cover 
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covei’ the advance of* money, I think the pUintifF cannot recover, 1805. 
I go farther; for even if this debt in the spunging-hoiise were to 
l>e considered as for necessaries, I am not prepared to say, that 
if the plaintiff had paid the debt for the infant, in order to en- Lesuk. 
able Jier to return to n state of prostitution, as has been sug¬ 
gested, so that the debt thereby created must bq dlscliarged by 
tlie wages of prostitution, t^e plaintiff would, in that case, be 
entitled to recover; for the transactions would be tainted by the 
same immoral consideration. 

The plaintiff was not prepared with any evidence to thiscfi'cct; ^ 
and the defendant had a verdict. 

Serjt, and Espinassc for the plaintifl*. 

Bailey, Sc'rjt. for the defendant. 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL, IN THE ( SI j 

KING’S BENCH. 

DrTciinuRN Spkacklin, Digoby, Baker, and 

Saunders. 

^|''HIS was an action of debt, for cordage supplied to tlic ifa plaintift 
brig Brothers^ Athenture, charginff the defend.anls as the action 
owners. A former action had been brought, in wliich Saunders gold) state 
was not included. The three first defendants pleaded in abate- to be his 
ment, that Saunders was a partner, and not included in the ac- §1^*^ are his 
tion. The plaintiff entered a cassetur hilla and the present and another’s, 
action was then commenced. ^ ' 

The declaration stated. That the defendants were indebted to 
plaintiff in —of lawful money, &c. for divers goods, wares, 

and merchandise of him the said- Ditrhhurn^ before that time 

sold and delivered, &c. 

Tlys defendants pleaded the general issue. 

To prove the defendants joint-owners of the vessel, the regis¬ 
ter was produced. It was accompanied by the usual affidavit of 
the three defendants, Spracklin, Diggfnj, and Baker^ that they 
were the owners of the vessel; but there was no affitlavit of Saun¬ 
ders, that he was an owner. 

It was objected hyErskine: that this,was not sufficient evi¬ 
dence to ailect Saunders: that any person might put a name of 
a stranger into a register; and if its being found there was suffi- [ Si ] 

C 2 ciciit 
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cient to charge him, he might be charged with a debt which hfr 
never contracted for. 

Lord Ellenborough said, ho was of opinion that this wa3i 
not sufHcient; that the form of ascertaining the ownership had 
not been complied with. As however he had known such evi¬ 
dence admitted, as the entry was by an act of public notoriety, 
he would not nonsuit the plaintifF; but he would not assent to 
the doctrine of binding a man by an act to which his assent or 
concurrence could not be proved. 

It appeared afterwards in evidence, that Ditchburn^ the plain- 
tiffj at the time the work was finished, had a partner of the name 
of Griffiths^ who had died soon after. The declaration was for 
goods of the plaintiff, sold and delivered. 

It was objected by the defendant’s counsel: that the plaintiff 
should have declared as surviving partner; and, secondly, that 
the goods were stated to be Ditchbum^&t whereas they were 
Uitchburn^s and Griffith's. 

Lord Ellenborough ruled, that the plaintiff might declare 
without so describing himself as surviving partner; but that 
there was a misdescription as to the goods, which was fatal. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Gatrffw and Abr. Moore for the plaintiff. 

BrsJcine and Donaldson for the defendant. 


[ 35 1 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT WESTMINSTER. 


4th. Parish q. t. against Burwood et alt. 

of debt*q.°t! ^I^HIS was an action of debt qui tarn, to recover the penalties 
for selling given by several statutes made for regidating the sale and 

to la^.*die^' ^ measure of coals, and to prevent frauds in the sale of them. 

The action was brought against the defendants, who were 
coal-merchants, for selling coals by a measure contrary to 
law. 

The declaration stated, that the defendants, on the 6th day of 
September^ 1802, in the parish of St. George^ &c. did fill divers, 
to wit, thirty-four sacks with coals, then and there sold by the 


to law, the 
contract upon 
which the 
penalty arises 
must lie truly 
stated, and 
any variance 
is fatal: 
therefore, 
where the 


contract was 

stated to be with two persons, and in fact it was with those two and another, it was ruled to 
be a fatal variance, though the declaration stated the exact quantity which the two were to 
have. 

said 
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said defendants to Isaac St. John and John Tripenny as and for 1803. 

Poo^-mcasiire; and afterwards carried the same coals in the said - 

sacks, and delivered the said coals to the said Isaac St. John and * 

Joh?i Tripenny, &c. contrary to the statute; and by which, &c. Birawoon 

St. John and Tripenny were called as witnesses. They proved 
that they, together with one L<me, and on their joint account, 
purcliosed from the defendants five chaldrons of coals: that 
thirty>fuur sacks, part of the five chaldrons, were delivered to 
them. 

Erskine, for the defendants, contendeil, that the plaintiff 
should be nonsuited: that the offence was grounded upon a 
contract for the sale of coals, which the declaration stated to be 
for thirty-four sacks, sold by the defendants to St. John and Tri- £ 34 ] 
penny; whereas the contract proved, was for fivc.chaldrons sold 
to St. John and Tripenny, together with L(rwe: that it was a 
material averment, as otherwise the defendant might be sub¬ 
jected to many actions, as the divided delivery would subject the 
party to several actions. 

It was answered by the plaintiff's counsel, that the declaration 
stated only the filling of thirty-four sacks, sold to St. John and 
Tripenny, which was proved: that there was in fact a contract 
with those persons sufHcient to sustain the averment; inasmuch, 
as if the defendants had brought an action for goods sold against 
St. John and Tripenny, they w'ould have recovered, unless there 
had been a plea in abatement. 

Lord Ellen noROUOH said, that it at first occurred to him, 
that it might be taken only as inducement; but that he then 
thought, it was a material averment, which ought to be proved ; 
and that the variance was fatal. His lordship referred to the 
case of Bristono v. Wright and Pugh, in Douglas, 640. 

^ In this case, the delivery to St. John and Tripenny was a sub¬ 
contract made among themselves ; but the contract for the coals 
with the defendants was with them and Dywe. The declaration 
therefore did not state the contract as it was; and the variance 
was fatal. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Garr<m and Lawes for the plaintiff. 

Erskine for the defendant. 


Dean 
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Dean against Bhanthwaite. 

4 

was an action of trespass, vi et armis. 

The injury stated in the declaration, was for scourging 
and beating two of the plaintiflTs hprses, striking them violently^ 
and driving immoderately : by reason of which one died, and the 
other became sick and distempered. 

The defendant pleaded, first, the general issue. Secondly, a 
justification: that the plaintiff had let the defendant four horses, 
to be driven by the plaintifTs two servants, for the purpose ot 
drawing the defendant’s chaise from Ijondon to Ej'crmi: that one 
of the said servants, who was employed to drive the two horses 
which had been injured, was intoxicated, and unable to ride and 
manage the horses, and proceed on the journey, without danger 
to the defendant; by reason of which, and because the said ser¬ 
vant could not drive, the defendant took the two horses, and he 
8o*era|iIoycd,'^ gently rode on one, and gave them gentle strokes, for the driving 

and a^inst of them at a reasonable rate, and doing as little damage as pos- 
the person . .. , o o t 

who has hired ®ihlc, &c. 

them. Thirdly, he pleaded a justification, differing from the second 

only in stating, that the plaintiff had let two horses, stating the 
post-boy’s inability, but omitting drunkenness. 

Replication to both, de ityuria siui propria. 

It appeared in evidence, that the plaintiff was a stable-keeper, 
and let horses and chaise to hire : that he had let four horses to the 
[ 36 ] defendant, to draw his chaise to Epsom races: that he proceeded 
on the journey; when the defendant either conceiving that the 
postillion who rode the wheel-horse, was drunk, or drove too 
slow, he forcibly pulled him off' his horse, and made the other 
change to the wheel-horses; . then mounted the leaders, and 
drove so violently, that one of the leaders died; and the other 
was very much injured. 

Erskine^ for the defendant, objected ; that the action was mis¬ 
conceived ; that it appeared by the evidence, the horses were let 
to the defendant for a particular purpose : that while they there¬ 
fore so continued under his controul, by reason of that he would 
be answerable for any injuries that were done by the postillion ; 
as for example, by running against another carriage: that being 
completely under his care, and the master having no controul 
over them, the action should therefore have been case, for an 

abuse 
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abuse of tluil comuiitied to him uiitlor a coniraet ; and not tres¬ 
pass, a.s it was liere brought. 

Lord Eixenborougii. I have turned that objection in nty 
mind while the cause was going on, conceiving that it might be 
made; but, I am of opinion, it is not snlHcient. It appears to 
me, that a person who hires horses to convey him in the manner 
here stated, has not the entire management and power over the 
horses; but that they couiiniied under the eontroul and direc¬ 
tion ol' the stable-keeper’s servants wlio W'ere entrusted with the 
driving; and that ho would bo answerable lor any uceidents pro¬ 
duced by the post'boy’.s misconducl ou the road. Several ac-* 
tions had been maintained where accidents have happened under 
similar circumsUincos, where the declaration slated that the 
stable-keeper had the care and custody, managooienl and direc¬ 
tion of his horses by means of his servant; and which averment 
could not be supported upon any other principle, as it would be 
a false uvenucul, if his dominion over them was at an end when 
hired to go a stage or two. His lordsliii) a<l<ied, that he re¬ 
membered a case before Lord Kk won, oi o\Mi Flemings in which 
damages were recovered against the owner of the chaise, for an 
injury «1onc by it when Mr. Burlov, a Welch judge, was in it, 
and who was called as a witness. In that case, it was not 
thought of taking the objection, tliat the person who hired the 
chaise was answerable for ibc post-boy's misconduct. The ac¬ 
tion therefore, in point of form, was rightly conceived. 

When the evidence in support of the justification was gone 
through, it was objected, by the counsel for the plaintiflj that it 
did not support the justification ; which was, “ that the post¬ 
boy who rode the horses which Iiad been injured, was drunk 
whereas it appeared, that if either was drunk, it was the boy wlio 
•ovc the wheel-horses, who was not tlien injured; and so there 
was a variance. 

Lord Eli.enbohougu was of opinion, that there was a iatal 
variance, and the plea was not supported by evidence; and the 
plaintifi' had a verdict on the several issues. Damages, 41/. 

Garrffw, Gibbs, and-for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Abbott for the defendant. 
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SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL. 


Rawlins and another, Sheriff of Middlesex, against 

Danveks. 

T his was an action of debt on a bail-bond, brought in the 
name of the sheriff of Middlesex; but in fact on account 
of the oflicer. It had been given for the appearance of one 
John King. 

The defendant pleaded Nil debet ,* upon wliich issue was 
joined. 

Martyatt for the plaintiff, in opening the case, stated, that the 
plea being bad in point of law, he did not conceive that he was 
called upon to prove any thing, the execution of the bond not 
being denied. 

It was answered by Garrow, for the defendant, that the plea 
was clearly bad: but that it was incumbent on the plaintiff to 
have demurred to it; and that not having done so, it let in the 
whole defence of the defendant, to shew that he ought not to be, 
charged; which defence was, that the bail-bond having been 
given for the appearance of AVng, had been taken by an oflicer 
of the name of Catudron^ who had the warrant to arrest King: 
that the officer, Cawdron, had settled with King, so that Kmg 
could not have been surrendered in the defendant’s discharge, 
and so that the penalty could not be saved; and as the action, 
though brought in the name of the sheriff, was in fact Cawdtvn's 
own, and Cawdron had by his own act acquiesced in Kin^s not 
appearing, according to the exigency of the writ, he therefore 
should not be allowed to proceed against the bail. 

Lord Ellbnborouoii said, he was of opinion that, as the 
plea had not been demurred to, the plaintiff had thereby let the 
defendant into any defence that he could prove. 

Gibbsj as amicus curia^ said, that he had, many years ago, 
been nonsuited by Lord Mansfield, who had ruled in the same 
way; he being only prepared to prove the execution of the bond. 

The defendant failed in proving the matters suggested in his 
defence, and the plaintiff had a verdict. 

Marryalt for the plaintiff 
Garrow for the defendant. 


Cliffe 
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Cliffe against Littlemore. 

^1 Mils was an action of assault and false imprisonment 

The defendant pleaded, first. Not Guilty. Secondly, 
That just before the time when, &c. the plaintiff made an assault 
on him; and thereupon the defendant then and there gave charge 
of the plaintiff to a certain peace-officer, who then and there saw 
tlie plaintiff'assault and beat the defendant; ^and the said peace- 
oflicer gently laid his hands on him, and the defendant in his 
aid, in order to take the plaintiff before an alderman of the city, 
&c. which is the same trespass, &c. 

Replication of de injuria ma propria ahsq. fpli causa, and 
issue therein. 

The plaintiff proved. That in passing through Fleet Market, 
a dispute having arisen between the defendant and a little girl, 
who had purchased some articles from the defendant, in which 
he dealt, he had interposed in favour of the child, when the de¬ 
fendant, being incensed at his interference, took him into custody, 
and gave him in charge to one Challis; by whom, together with 
the defendant, he was carried to the Poultry Compter, where he 
was confined. 

It appeared in evidence that Challis was a person employed by 
the parish, for the preservation of good order, to take up disor¬ 
derly persons; which, when he did, he brought them before the 
constable, before whom they were regularly charged; but that 
he himself was not a constable, nor in any way sworn into the 
office; but, in fact, was merely a patrol, so employed and paid 
by the parish. 

^ Lord Ellenborough upon this evidence, ruled. That the de¬ 
fendant could not stand on that plea. He said that tlie plea 
was. That the plaintiff having assaulted the defendant, the de¬ 
fendant gave him in charge to a peace-officer. To support this 
plea, the person into whose charge he was given, must be a person 
so known and so accredited as a peace-officer. No person could 
act as a peace-officer, with all the immunities and rights belong¬ 
ing to tliat office, unless he had been regularly sw'orn into the 
office. Here the person to whom the charge was given was not 
of that description: he had no more right than any common 
person had to interfere, to prevent a breach of the peace, and to 

bring 
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bring the party on'ending before the coiisiljiblc. The defendanH 
had therefore failed in making out that plea. 

Verdict for the plaintifF. 

Park and Ctirwood for tlie pluintiHl 
Garrt/w and Marryalt for the defendant. 


Cobban and Aiiolber,* Downk. 

was an action brought against the defendant, who was a 
**■ wharfinger, to recover ll>e value of a parcel of goods, which 
had been sent to the defendant’s wharf to be forwarded to Inver- 
ncsSi in Scotland. 

The plaintiff proved the sending of four trusses to the 'vharfi 
one of which was lost. They were directed to be sent by the ship 
George, bound for that port. 

The case, as to the facts proved on the part of the defendant, 
was. That the goods were brought to the whar/J and laid at the 
door of the counting-house; that while they lay there, the mate 
of the George was called; that he came; and the truss in (ques¬ 
tion was delivered to him; what afterwards became of it did not 
appear. 

*lt was contended, on the part of the defendant. That it was 
not part of the duty of a wharfinger, where goods are to go 
coastwist;, either according to general usage, or the particular 
usage of the defendant’s wharf, to see the goods actually put on 
board; that they were, in many instances, delivered from the 
warehouse, or from the wharf to the mate of the vessel, to be by 
him and his crew put on board the vessel; and that on the deli¬ 
very to them, all further responsibility on the jiart of the whar¬ 
finger was at an end. 

Several wharfingers were called, who proved the invariable 
usage to be so; that goods, which were not to go coastwise, were 
dclivei'cd from the carts on board the ship; that when goods 
came to the wharf, and no ship was then at the wharf bound for 
the port to which the goods were directed, they were ware¬ 
housed ; and on the arrival of the first ship they were delivered 
to the mate of the vessel; but when a vessel was there, they were 
immediately delivered to him, to be put on board; that before 
the shipping foreign goods, the wharfinger charged for wharfage 
and shipping; but for shipping goods coastwise, they charged 
for wharfage only, considering that they had nothing to do with 

the 
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the t.hlppinj', being satisfied with a delivery to the mate, or other 1803. 
officer <«n board the ship, as putting an end to their responsibility. 

Lord ELt.KNBOROUGii. This is an action, charging the de- and AnoAer 
fendant in his character of a wharfinger. What the duty of a agawsi 
wharfinger is, is to be measured by the usage and practice of Uowne. 
others in similar situations, or his known and professed liability. [ 43 1 
Every man contracts w'itli tire public according to the known and 
ascertained extent of the trade or business in which he is en¬ 
gaged. The defendant has proved that, by established usage, 
the goods arc delivered by the wharfinger to the mate and crew • 
of the vessel which is to carry them; from wdiich time it has been 
considered that their responsibility is then at an end. Uii- 
tloubtedly, where the responsibility of the ship begins, that of 
the wharfinger ends; and a delivery to the ship cVeates a liability 
there: but the delivery must be to an officer or person accredited 
on board the ship; it cannot be ilolivered to the crew at random: 
but the mate is such a recognized officer on board the ship, that 
delivery to him is a good delivery, and the responsibility of the 
ship attaches, if the jury believe that the mate received the goods, 
as stated by the defendant’s witnesses. It lias been said, that 
they were lost on the wliarf before they were put on board; but 
if they were once well delivered to the mate, the subsequent loss 
cannot afiect the wharfinger: they are delivered into the care of 
the mate; and his negligence cannot revive any responsibility on 
the part of the wharfinger. I think therefore the usage has been 
sufficiently proved ; that by a delivery to the mate of the ship, 
the wharfinger’s responsibility was at an end; and that the only 
question for the Jury to decide, was the delivery made of the 
goods to the mate of the George, by which vessel the goods were 
ordered to be scut? 

* Verdict for the defendant. [ 44 j 

Garrow and Manley for the plaintiffs. 

Erskine and C* Warren for the defendant. 


Clat agahat Wood. 

T his was an action on the case, for negligently driving a Itis nojustiii- 

chaise against a certain horse of the defendant’s, on which cation to an 

the plaintiff's servant then rode, by which he had his thigh broke; ligpntiy driv- 

in consequence of which he died. ‘"6? the 

’ plaintifF was 

side of the road, if there was room sufficient for the defendant to pass without inconve^me. 

# The 
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The facts werC) that the plaintiff’s servant was riding on the 
wrong side of the road; but near the middle of it. The defendant 
was the owner of a chaise, then driven by bis servant, coming out 
of another road, and crossing the road over to that side of the 
road on which the servant was riding, which was the proper side 
of the road for the defendant. In so crossing over, the shaft of 
the chaise struck the horse in the thigh, and broke it. 

The defendant’s counsel relied. That it was the duty of the 
servant to have kept on his proper side; and that the accident 
•being occasioned by his being so out of his place, the defendant 
was not liable. 

Lord Ellenbobough said. That the circuuie^tance of the per¬ 
son being on the wrong side of the road was not sullitiont to dis- 
chsirge the defendant; for though a person might be, on his 
wrong side of the road, if the road was of sufficient breadth, so 
that there was full and ample room for the party to piiss, he was 
of opinion he was bound to take that course which should carry 
him clear of the person who was on his wrong side; and that if 
any injury happened, by running ag.ainst such person, he would 
be answerable. A person being on his wrong side of the road 
could not justify another in wantonly doing an injury, which 
might be avoided. The question therefore to be left to the jury 
was, whether there was such room, that though the plaintiff’s 
servant was on his wrong side of the road, there was sufficient 
room for the defendant’s carriage to pass between the plaintiff’s 
horse and the other side of the road? If they were of opinion 
that there was, the plaintiff was entitled to recover. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Scarlett and Carr for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Espinasse for the defendant. 


Vide the case of Ashton v. Heaven^ ante vol. 2, 533, where Eyhe, Chief 
Justice, ruled, That where there were persons on the road, a person might 
choose where he would ih'ive; and Cruden v. Ftnthanty ib^ 685. 


t«] 

Jvl}/ 16th. 


Sims against Kitchen. 

^OTICE in this case had been given to produce papers at 
^ the trial, which came on this day at seven o’clock in the 
evening preceding, at the office of Mr. Bluntf who was attorney 

for 
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for the defendant, at his chambers in the Old Pay Ojjlice^ in "Broad 
Street. It was delivered to a woman, who took care of the build¬ 
ing ; but who, it was proved, had received papers and orders for 
Mr. Blunt; but his dwelling-house was in Qjieen Square, at a 
considerable distance from his office. 

Lord Ellknborough ruled, That this notice was too short to 
enable the opposite party to<call for the production of the papers 
called for by the notice. 


Jaffray against Frebain, Wilson, and Black. 

*^HIS was an action against the three defendants, as the pro- 
prietors of the Glasgow mail, to recover damages for an ac¬ 
cident occasioned by the overturning of the mail coach, in which 
the plaintiff* was a passenger. ^ 

The declaration was in assumpsit, ** That the defendants, being 
owners of a certain coach, &c. undertook to carry the plaintiff 
safely,” &c. 

The defendant Black pleaded infancy; upon which die plain¬ 
tiff entered a 7ioli prosequi as to her. 

The other defendants pleaded, That they, together with the 
said Elizabeth Black, did not undertake, &c. 

The plaintiff having proved his case, the defendants* counsel 
contended, that the plaintiff should be nonsuited, on the autho¬ 
rity of the case of Chandler v. Parker and Anodier, 3 Espin, Nisi 
Prius Cases, 76.; in which Lord Kenyon had ruled, that the 
plaintiff could not so enter a noli prosequi, and go on against the 
others; but was bound to begin de nooo against the other parties; 
so that the same point had been there decided. 

The same arguments were urged as in that case: that the pro¬ 
mise of an infant was not void, but voidable only; and that if the 
plaintiff had proceeded against the other defendants, without 
joining the inffuit, they could have pleaded in abatement. 

Lord Ellenborough said. That he assented to the authority 
of that case; and nonsuited the plaintiff. 

Erskinc, Gibbs, and Marryatt for the plaintiff. 

Garrom and Holroyd for the defendant. 
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Glasscott agaimt Dav. 


A SSUMPSIT for work and labour, goods sold and deli- 
vered, &c. 

> Pica of non assumpsit as to all lltc money claimed, except as 
to 181. 12s. and as to that sum a teiitler. 

The plaintiff by his replication denied the tender and issue 
. thereupon. 

The sum claimed was 20l. 

The witness for the defendant, who proveti tlm tender, slated. 
That after the work had been done, he went to the phi.'ntifl’wlth 
the money, to •what he estimated the value of the w-ork; which 
lie offered to pay on the plaintiff’s giving him a receipt in full. 
The plaintiff refused to receive it. The next day, the plaintifl 
went to the defendant’s counting-house to demand paj'rnent: the 
witness was there. He said he would go backward inti» tiu* 
counting-house, and get the money out of the desk. The money 
was not in sight; but witness said he believed the money' was 
there, and then in the desk: but the sum he meant to tender was 
the same as before, 18l. 12s.; and which he told to the plaintiff. 
The plaintiff refused to receive it, * as it wjis short of his demand. 
The witness then did not go for the money, or make any furthei 
offer of it. 


The plaintift’’s counsel contended, that this was not a legal 
tender. 

The counsel for the defendant, e contra^ relied, That where 
the qmntum of the demand was in dispute, and llie jilaintifl 
refuses to accept the sum which the defendant says he is about to 
offer, it dispenses with the actual oflcr of the money; and that it 
had been so decided; that that had been the case here; but that 
if there was any doubt as to that, as there was no replication of 
a subsequent demand and refusal, tlie defendant had a right to 
resort to the tender made the first day, which they contended 
was a legal and sufficient tender. 

Lord Ellenborough. With respect to the point last made, 
as to the legality of the first tender, with a demand of a receipt 
in full, where the other party offers to receive the money in part, 
that is not a good tender in law*. The money was first tendered 
under that condition, and was refused by the plaintiff. I do not 
think that the defendant can stand upon that, as to the supposed 

tentler 
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tender on the second day. II'a man has the nione 3 ' about him, 
and offers to pay it to the plaintilF, who refuses it on account of 
its not being sufficient, as he Ims then a power to effectuate the 
offer, it is a good tender. If therefore the witness had the 
money in his possession on the second day, ready to pay to the 
plaintiff' if he would accept it, the tender would be good; but 
when the witness says to the plaintiff^ “ I will pay you the money 
I offered you yesterday,” and it does not appear where the 
money was, w'hother it w'as in the desk or not, so that the 
witness by opening could iuimcdiately gel it, I think the tender 
is not good. It ought to appear that the money was there, and 
capable of immediate delivery. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Ganeno and-for the plaintiff'. 

Gibbs and Carr for the defendant. 

Lubbock against Rowcroft. 

was an action on a policy of insurance, on twenty bags 
^ of pepper on board the slop Nellj/, at and from JLondon to 
NapleSf Leghorn^ or Messina^ with liberty to touch at Gibraltar^ 
or any other port in the Mediteiranean. 

The goods were on the account of Antonio Rizzatiy of Messina. 

The plaintiff went for a total loss, under these circumstances : 
That the ship having arriveif at Minorcoy in the Meditctraneany 

it was found that Messina was in the hands of or blockaded bv 

»• 

the French: in consequence of which he abandoned to the under¬ 
writers, and went for a total loss. 

Lord Ellenbo ROUGH, on the opening of the case, asked. If 
there was any precedent of such an action ? and how the loss 
could be brought within any risque insured against ? 

Fjrskincy for the plaintiff, contended. That the action was 
maintainable: That the risque meant to be covered by the in¬ 
surance, was not merely that the goods should not be lost or 
sunk in the sea, but that they should arrive at Messinay and 
come to the owner’s use: That this was prevented, by the French 
having taken Messina ; that was a restraint b}" the enemies of 
the country, which created an Incapacity in the .ship to .perform 
the voyage, which was intended to be guarded against by the 
policy : 'I'liat this was not merely quia iimety as if there were 
100 French vessels covering the seas; in which case, though the 
probability was great of the ship’s being captured, she might 

8 escape; 


ISOS. 

Geassoott 

agtdast 

Pay. 


[ SO ] 


July i 4th. 

In a case ot 
insui'ancc 
upon goods 
consigned to 
a particular 
port, on the 
arrival of the 
ship there, it 
is found to be 
in the hands of 
the enemy, 
that circum¬ 
stance does 
not wanant 
the assured to 
abandon. 


[ SI ] 



51 


CASES AT NISI PRIUS, 


1803. 

Lubbock 

against 

Rowcroft. 


escape ; but here the port was in possession of tlic enemy, so 
that her capture was certain. 

Lord Ellenborough s.'tid, That he still retained liis first 
opinion: that tlie abandonment was from an apprehension of an 
enemy’s capture; and not from any loss within the terms of the 
policy: That if such was allowed, every ship about to sail from 
the port of London for a port which *had fallen into the hands of 
the French, might be abandoned; but he would suffer the cause 
to proceed. 

• It afterwards appeared, that in fact the bills of lading of the 
goods were sent to Minorca, where the goods were to be landed. 
The plaintiff was therefore nonsuited. 

Frskine, Park, and Giles for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and J. *W. Warren for the defendant. 


[ 52 ] Duffield against Creed. 

Jult/ 17 th. A SSUMPSIT on a note of hand of the defendant, dated 
August, 1782 . 

The note was dated from Ashford, in Kent, payable on de¬ 
mand, and at the house of I. J. and W. Bulcock, in London, 
seven days after sight. It was accepted by Messrs. Bulcock. 

The defence relied upon was. That this note, in the year 
1783, had been brought up to London, and paid by Messrs. 
Bvdcock: That it had been lost, and by that means got into cir¬ 
culation again; and were prepai'ed with evidence to that effect. 

Lord Ellenborough said. That if this had been a bond, 
twenty years would have raised a presumption of payment; in 
which case he would have left the presumption of payment to the 
jury; and he thought, as this note was unaccounted for, tlte 
same rule of presumption of payment ought to apply. 

Verdict for the defendant. 

Gatraw, Gibbs, and Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Frskine and Marryatt for the defendant. 


July 19 th. Robson et alt. Assignees of Blakey, a Bankrupt, 

against Kemp et alt. 

t^e**hM^** A SSUMPSIT by the plaintiffs assignees of a bankrupt, for 
come^to the money had and received, with the common money counts, 

knowledge of ’ • 

a deed or instrument having been destroyed, from the circumstance of his being employ¬ 
ed as an attorney, he cannot be asked as to the fact, ^e luiowledge of which was so 
obtained. 

Plea 
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Plea of Non-assianpsit. 

The action was brought to recover the price of a cargo of 
coals belonging to the bankrupt, the value of which the ilefeii- 
<lants had received subsequent to an act of bankruptcy. 

A clear act of bankruptcy was admitted to have been com¬ 
mitted on the 26th day of October^ 1801; but the counsel for 
the plaintiffs endeavoured to establish one piior to that, that is 
on the 12th of October of tho'samc year. 

This act of bankruptcy they endeavoured to establish to have 
been committed, by the bankrupt having made fraudulent con¬ 
veyances to his son of a ship on that day. 

They asserted, that there was no consideration for this con¬ 
veyance; but that the son had executed to the father a warrant 
of attorney to the amount of the supposed value mentioned in 
the deed; and which, after the act of bankruptcy committed on 
the 26th of October, had been destroyed. 

To prove this transaction, the plaintifls’ counsel called Mr. 
Ashfield, an attorney. He stated, that he was employed by 
both parties as their attorney, to prepare a warrant of attorney, 
the execution of which he had subsciibed as a witness. 

They were then proceeding to examine him as to the contents, 
and as to the execution of it, when the defendants’ counsel 
objected to the witness’s answering those questions, as having 
been acting as attorney; and that the parties had no right to 
call for the disclosure. 

Lord Ellenbouougii. It is very settled law that an attorney 
is not bound to disclose facts communicated to him by his client; 
but if an attorney puts his name to an instrument as a witness 
ho makes himself thereby a public man, and no longer clothed 
with the character of an attorney : his signature binds him to 
disclose all that passed at the time respecting the execution of 
the instrument; but not what took place in the concoction and 
preparation of the deed, or at any other time, and not connected 
with the execution of it: upon such matters he has a right to be 
silent. It has been said by the defendant’s counsel. That no 
one has a right to call upon the attorney, except the party to 
whom it is executed; but I think otherwise; and am of opinion, 
that every person who claims ati interest in the {)roperty, has a 
right to call upon the attorney, as being the attesting witness. 

The plaintiff’s counsel were then proceeding to ask him as to 
the destruction of this warrant of attcirncy, by whom, and under 
what circumstances it was done. 

Vot. V. D 
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Ju/y 27 th. 

Where a wit¬ 
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respecting a ri^ 
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Before he w.as permitted to answer, lie was asked, by the de¬ 
fendant’s counsel, II' what he knew, concerning the destruction 
of the deed, had not been acquired from his having been called 
in by both parties as their attorney ? lie answered he had. 
Upon which it was objected ; that he should not answ'er, 

GfMs contended. That the privilege of an attorney extended 
no {\irther than to his being presented from disclosing matters 
communicated to him by his client; but that what were facts, an 
attorney had always been bound to prove, whether he came to 
the knowledge of them one way or another. 

Lord Ellenborough, This is a transaction with which the 
party has only become acquainted from being employed as 
attorney. The act cannot be stripped of the coiifidcnce and 
communication as an attorney, the witness being then acting in 
that character. One sense is privileged as well as another. He 
cannot be said to be privileged as to what he hears, but not to 
what he sees, where the know ledge acquired as to both has been 
from his situation as an attorney. I therefore think, if the only 
knowledge he has, as to the destruction of this instrument, was 
acquired from the conildential communication made to him as an 
attorney, that he cannot bo examined to it. I remember it once 
much canvassed here. Whether an attorney, in a case where a 
client, after a man had ceased to be his attorney, had made a 
communication to him as to a matter in which he had formerly 
been concerned for him, was bound to disclose it? Lord 
Kenyon thought, that being no longer clothed with the cha¬ 
racter of attorney, he was bound to disclose it. If therefore he 
knew of the destruction of this instrument by any mode except 
from the circumstance of his being so concerned, he is bound to 
disclose it, but not otherwise. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

GibbSf Martyatf and Giles for the plaintiff. 

ErskinCf Park, and Cassells for the defendant. 


HERTFORD SUMMER ASSIZES, 
CORAM LORD ELLENBOROUGH, CH. JUS. 


Strutt against Bovingdon and Two others. 


npHIS was a special action on a case. 

The declaration contained several counts, in which the 


rht, is deceased, what he swore at that trial may be proved by a witness who 
his evidence, and it is admissible. 


plaintiiT 
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plaintiiF declared, Tliat lie being possessed of two mills, in the 
parish of Rickmanmorthj to which the water had been used to 
flow, for the purpose of turning them : That the defendant had 
turned and diverted the water, had crested wears and other ob¬ 
structions on the river; and had suffered the banks to be out of 
repair and in decay, so that great quantities of water had been 
wasted, and th^laintiff* was deprived of the profits of his mills. 

The plaintiff relied on his mills being ancient mills, to which 
the water had been accustomed to flow: That the defendant, 
w’ho was the proprietor of the adjoining land to the mill-stream, 
had been used to water his meadows with water of the river; but 
that that was a qualified right, the mills having been erected 
before any wears or dams had been erected for the purpose of 
watering; and that it had been only used from 'Saturday night 
to Monday morning: whereas the defendant, who was the owner 
of the adjoining lands, claimed a right to turn the water, for the 
jmrposc of watering at all times. In the year 1784, the present 
plaintiff had brought another action against the defendant 
Box>ingdo7if for similar grievances complained of by the present 
declaration, &c. in which he had relied on the same rights as 
were claimed in the present action: That action came on to be 
Irietl at Ilcrlford^ in the year 1784, before Lord Rosslyn, then 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas; and a general verdict was 
found for the plaintiff. 

At that time the celebrated Mr. Macklin- had been examined 
as ii witness, as to his knowledge of the state of the place many 
years before. Macklin being dead, the counsel for the defen¬ 
dant proposed to give parol evidence by a person who had heard 
him give his evidence at the former trial, of what he then said; 
and deposed as his evidence on that trial. 

1 his was opposed by the defendants’ counsel, as giving in evi¬ 
dence what a third person had said; which was not legal evi¬ 
dence. 

Lord Ellenborouoh said. He was of opinion, that it was 
admissible. It was not giving in evidence what a third person 
mentioned in an extra-judicial matter; but what he had said 
upon his oath as a witness, in a cause in which he had been 
examined: it came therefore before the jury in the present cause, 
under the sanction of an oath; and in that sacramental form in 
which evidence only was admissible: That he could not distin¬ 
guish it in point of legal form and effect from depositions taken 
in perpetuam rei memoriam. Such depositions, if taken upon 
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oath, were at all times admissible. Mr. Macklin*s evidence 
might be considered as so given; and he should therefore 
admit it. 

A Witness was then called, who stated, That Macklin had 
been called at the former trial, in 1784*; That he was sworn and 
examined as a witness; and then gave his evidence to the follow¬ 
ing effect:—That fifty years before^ a Mr. Fleei'wood liad a house 
on the river side, where he used to accompany Fleetwood to fish; 
that the mill now occupied by the defendant then stood there; 
that the miller was very tenacious of the right of his water; and 
that Fleel^wood, who wanted some water to bring into his garden, 
asked leave of the miller to do so: That he at tii.-t was unwilling; 
but afterwards gave him permission: That there wu • then no 
wear, no flake, nor any obstruction for the free passage of the 
water to the mills by any person. 

The plaintiff's counsel then offered in evidence the record of 
the former trial; which they contended was conclusive, as to the 
rights claimed by the plaintiff by that action. 

It was opposed by the defendants’ counsel, First, On the 
ground that the parties were not the same : That that action was 
against the defendant Boxnngdon, and another defendant not on 
this record; the present action was against him and others, who 
ought not to be prejudiced by a trial against Bovingdon only. 

Lord Ellenborough said. That if this was a question of 
right, and the two defendants on this record justified under the 
defendant Bovingdon, * who was seised of the land, a verdict, 
though against Bovingdon only, was admissible. 

The fact was so in point of fact, and the objection on that 
ground over-ruled. 

It was, secondly, objected. That from the nature of the action, 
the record was not evidence. It w'as an action fijran injury: it 
had occurred since that for which the former action had been 


brought, and for which the plaintiff had recovered. 

Lord Ellenborough said, I'he evidence was admissible. The 
question on that record w'as a question of right; and referring to 
the record, three of the counts in the former cause, and in the 
present, stating the right claimed by the plaintifl^ and the ob¬ 
struction by tile defendant, were nearly in the same words; and 
the places where the obstruction was laid, particularly at Ambury 
Bushes and Greenvoichaoare, were proved to be the same. The 
record of the former cause could not be deemed a legal estoppel, 
so as to conclude the rights of the parties by its production; but 

6 it 
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it was binding so far, that he should think himself bound to tell 
the jury to consider it as conclusive of the rights of the parties. 

Upon receiving this intimation of his lordship’s opinion, the 
clefendaitl's counsel consented to remove the obstructions at 
Amimry Bushes und GreenwteJeware; and the plaintiff took a ver¬ 
dict for nominal damages. 

Sheji/ierdf Serjt. Garrova and Marryat for the plaintiff. 

Best, Serjt. and Espinasse Ifor the defendants. 
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CuRzoN and another agaimt Lomax, 

^|''riIS was an action of trover for trees. 

It was brought to try the right to a certairv piece of land, 
called Green Street, which wa.s claimed by the plaintifl’s, as trus¬ 
tees for the Marchioness of Sligo an<l the Raroness HrAvc, as part 
ol‘ the waste of the manor called /n/cl. It was claimed by the 
defenclaiit, as the waste of the manor of Shenley-bury, which be¬ 
longed to him. 

Tliere was no evidence of any court having been held of the 
manor of Wild; but the plaintilfs produced an old deed of the 
<Jate of 1 aril ; in which it was described as a manor by that name. 
In the year 1718, a private act of parliament had passed, under 
which it had been sold to a Mr. Mason s from whose family it 
had passed to the late Earl Hfmie, father to the Marchioness of 
Sligo and the Baroness Hoinoc. 

It was objcctctl; That this was not evidence; that the jdace 
called Wild was a manor. 

Lord Ei.lenbouou(;ij was of opinion, That the holding of 
courts was not necessary to shew that the place was a manor: it 
was suflicient if it was a manor by reputation. 

To prove that the locus in quo belonged to the manor, the 
plaintiffs proved. That there were three fish-ponds in it; which 
fish-ponds had been often fished by those who were possessed of 
the manor of Wild, the waste of which it was reputed to be: 
'Hiat an ash-trcc, which had stood on it, had been cut by Lord 
Haivds orders in his lifetime, and taken away: That a person 
having dug some loam in Green Street, was stopped by Lord 
Horwe's directions; and that some mud, which had been dug 
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out of one of the ponds, had been given by Lord Htnce to one 
of the witnesses. 

The case intended to have been set up on the part of the de- 
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defendant was. That the lord of the manor of Shenley-hury had 
lands held of his manor on both sides of the locus in quo, as well 
freehold as copyhold, which paid quit>rents to the manor: That 
the cattle of the inhabitants of Shenley commoned on Green 
Street^ vritbovit interruption. 

Lord Ellenborough asked, if the defendant could prove any 
act of ownership exercised by him, in respect of the soil ? Being 
answered in the negative, he saiil, 'That what was proposed to 
be given in evidence, was not an answer to the plaintiffs* case. 
The question in the cause respected the right to the soil. I’hc 
right to the soil was evidenced by acts of ownership exercised on 
itj not by presumptive evidence of property arising from siqj- 
posed boundaries, the rights to which have never been ascertained 
by possession. In this case, every act of ownerhhip that could 
be exercised hacl been done: the ponds had been lislied, persons 
had been prevented from taking the soil, and a tree had been 
felled. That evidence of actual ownership must prevail against 
supposed uncxcrciscd rights. 

Verdict for the plaintilTs. 

Garrov) and Marryat for the plaintilTs. 

Shepherdf Serjt. and Espinasse for the defendant. 


CHELMSFORD SUMMER ASSIZES, 
CORAM HOTHAM, BARON. 


Rex against Walford. 

was an indictment iigaiiist the defendant. 

-*■ The indictment charged, That the defendant feloniously 
stole half a peck of oysters of a certain laying of the plaintifl‘’s, 
situated at Tollesjlcet, in the county of Essex. 

The prosecutor of the indictment was the proprietor of certain 
oyster-beds or layings, on the coast of Essex. Those beds are 
considered as private property; th y are copyholds; and the 
proprietors are rated to the poor, and all other assessments with¬ 
in the parish. They arc allotted out among different pro¬ 
prietors; and their respective beds arc marked by beacons or 
long poles put into the ground; but they arc all in an arm of the 
sea, and covered with the salt water; and the water there is 
navigable. 

7 The 
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I'he oysters arc laid on these layings previous to their being 
put on the beds to fatten : they are caugiit in dilTerent parts of 
the coast and creeks^ and purchased by the proprietors, for the 
purpose of being afterwards carried'to the beds; very few, if any, 
being produced on the layings. 

GarroWf for the defendant, objected; That this indictment 
could not, in point of law, be sustained: That cither ivs to the 
place where the larceny was committed, or that which was the 
subject of it, the indictment could not be supported: That the 
place where they are laid was an arm of tlie sea, where all the 
King’s subjects had a right to fish: That oysters were of that 
description, that felony could not be committed in the stealing; 
but that above all, the legislature had, by a statute in 31 George 
III. c. 51, declared that this offence was a misdemeanour only : 
That after that construction of the legislature, the offence could 
never be construed to be felony. 

It was admitted by the prosecutor’s counsel. That larceny 
could not be committed unless of personal chattels, and not that 
which was fera: naturee; but they contended, that the oysters 
here were not the natural produce of the place, but were brought 
from different parts of the coast, where they were produced, at 
the expense of the pi’oj)rictor, and laid on the beds for the pur¬ 
pose of being fattened, and improved for sale; so that there was 
as distinct a property in them as in any other chattel: That as to 
the place being an arm of the sea, where all the King’s subjects 
had a right to fish, in fact, the several proprietors had a di.'itinct 
and several property in the oyster lays, marked out and tlistin- 
guished by posts anil boundary marks: That they were held of 
the adjoining manor, anil were rated to the poor for them; and 
though it was admitted, that the act of parliament had declared 
the olFencc to be a misdemeanour, that did not prevent the 
party injured from j)roceeding for a felony, the remedy being 
cumulative. 

Mr. IWon IIotham ruled. That the statute 31 Geo. III. c.5l. 
having made the offence a misdemeanour only, had negatived the 
idea oi' a felony. He said, he had taken the opinion of some of 
the other Judges on the point, who were of that opinion: he 
therefore ordered the delciulant to be acquitted. 

'J rower and Espinasse for tlie prosecution. 

GurrOiS) and Marrjat for the defendant. 
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Hayman against AIolton, Kirby, ct alt. 

was an action of trover, for the shi}) Grace. 

The plaintiff brought his action to recover the value of 
that ship, he claiming title as the owner. On the part of the 
defendants, antecedent ownership in the plaintiff was admitted ; 
and the oidy doubt in the case was, whether that property was 
not at an end, by virtue of the transfer of tlic property by vvhal 
is called A Colonial Transftr ? tliat is, by a sale In Aamaica^ 
under the particular circumstances following, and under which 
the defendants claimed: 

The ship had been built in 1799, and w'ont on a voyage to 
Jamaica; at vvhicli time the plaintiff was the owner. After her 
arrival there, she got aground, and sustained some damage. 

On the part of the plaintiff it was suggested, that, with a frau¬ 
dulent view of obtaining the ship, * it was pretended, that she 
could not be got off; and in consequence a survey was taken ; 
which was represented by the plaintiff to be a mock-ceremony, 
by the persons called in to make the survey not being properly 
chosen ; and who had decided, that she had sustained so much 
injury, that she should be sold for the benefit of the owners: 
that she was accordingly put up, and sold by auction; and 
bought by one Duniij who sold her to one R. MoUofiy by whom 
she was sold to the other defendant. 

The plaintifl’contended, that there was no fair transfer of the 
property, the transaction being fraudulent; that Kirb^y one of 

the 
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the defendants, had been one of the persons employed on the 
survey: that she had not bilged then, though it was so stated in 
the survey; but was readily got offi and sailed soon after for 
England: and performed that voyage in safety; that one 
ningkam acted as auctioneer; and, without any authority, had 
undertaken to conduct the sale for the plaintiff; and which sale, 
with a view to effect a fraudulent transfer, had taken place before 
the time advertised, which was contended to be fraudulent and 
void. 

Erskine, for the defendant, contended, that what was done, 
was done by the authority of the captain: that the ship was in 
fact a wreck; and he contended, as a matter of law, that the cap¬ 
tain had a virtual authority from the owners of a ship, under 
such circumstances, to sell what remained of her. * He did not 
contend for an unqualified power in the captain to sell under 
every circumstance; but, in the present case, he admitted, that 
though the vessel was aground, yet if she was easily, in the opi¬ 
nion of sailors, got oil^ it would be evidence of fraud in the pur- 
chase, if bought as a wTCck: but he stated, he would shew that it 
was extremely doubtful whether it would be practicable or not; 
and that it was attended with much risque and expense; and that 
the captain was therefore well warranted in law in the stop he had 
talvcn. 

Lord Ellenbouougii. A captain of a ship has by law a 
right to hypothecate her in a foreign country, for the purpose 
of raising money for her necessary repairs; but ho has no such 
general authority by law as to sell. The case of Tremcnherc v. 
Trcsilian^ from Sid. 45J, had been cited to that effect; and no 
doubt the law is so : but there are circumstances arising in coii- 
se(}ucncc of the increase in our commercial transactions, that 
may admit some extension of that rule of law. Where a case 
of urgent necessity and extraordinary difficulty occurs, where a 
ship has received irremediable injury, I am disposed to go as far 
as I can to support what has been contended for by Mr. 
ErskinCf that under such circumstances, the captain, acting 
bond Jide and for the benefit of the owners, might sell the ship 
for the benefit of his owners. This is the disposition of my 
mind; but I cannot lay it down as positive law. At all events, 
it can only be justified by extreme necessity and the most pure 
good faith; that is, if the vessel is in such ja state as it would be 
probable the owners themselves, if on the spot, would have acted 
in the same way as the captain has done, and have sold the ship. 

1 shall 
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1803. I shall therefore leave it to the jury to say, whether in this case, 

- there existed such a necessity as called upon the captain, acting 

for the benefit of his owners, to sell the ship ? and if there did, 
Molton, whether this was a fair sale, and unmixed with any fraud ? It 
Kirby, et alt. ^ survey has been made; but there is no evidence 

that the captain ever made any attempt to raise the vessel. He 
should have applied to the agent for the ship, and endeavoured 
to have procured money for the purpose. If all means of this 
sort failed, the necessity of selling would have been more press¬ 
ing; and I think the captain should have clone so. With re¬ 
spect to fraud in the sale, I must observe on this case, what de¬ 
serves much reprehension: a survey has bocii made; and some 
of those who made the survey have become the pur chasers. 1 
think such conduct highly improper. A court of equity will not 
allow a trustee to become a purchaser of properly of which he is 
trustee: such jealousy does a court of equity entertain of a man’s 
availing himself of information obtained by means of his situa¬ 
tion. It would be a useful lesson to persons circumstanced as 
they are here; they should make their election cither to be sur¬ 
veyors or purchasers; but they should not be both, by which 
they are in a situation unfairly to avail themselves of information 
they have obtained as surveyors. 

Verdict fur the plaintifl'. 

Ganvw and Marryat for the plaintiff. 

Erskine, Gibbs, aiul Giles for the defendant. 


[ GO ] 
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IIiLDYARD against Blowers. 

was an action on the statute, for selling five chaldrons 
-*■ of coals as and for wharf or full measure, and delivering 
them short by sixteen bushels. 

The defendant was a dealer in coals, and had .sold the coals in 
question to the plaintiff. He had brought an action for the price 
of the coals against the present plaintiff^ who paid money into 
court to thd*value of the coalsdess by the value of sixteen bushels; 
which the plaintiff relied upon as a deficient delivery. The de¬ 
fendant took the money out of court, and had his costs. 

This was urged by the plaintiff as an admission of the short 
delivery, and as conclusive evidence to sustain the present 
action. • 

Lord Ellenuorougii said, as the act of taking tlic money out 
of court was the act of the attorney, and of an equivocal aspect, he 

would 
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would suficr the attorney for the present defendant, to give evidence 
as to the taking the money out of court, which had been so paid in, 
with the deduction; and to explain what was the motive for it. 
He was admitted to state the advice which had been given to his 
clientf as to taking that step; which was, that he had taken the 
money out of court merely to avoid litigation, the sum in dispute 
being so small,—and not as admitting that there had been a de¬ 
fective delivery. 

Verdict for the defendant. 

Gidhs and Comyn for the plaintiiT. 

ErskinCf GarroWy and Espinasse for the cicfcndaiit. 
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Davey against Lowe. 


Nav» sd. 


^11 IS was a special action on the case, against the defendant. Where, in a 
A as one of the deputy coal-meters of the city of Ijondo7i, for the defenSnt 
improper conduct and negligence in his office, in sutlcring coals Js descried as 
to be delivered out of a ship short of measure. superin- 

The declaration stated, “ that the detendant, being one of tending the 
the meters duly apj)ointcd to measure and superintend the de- coalir^is 
livery of coals from ships in the river ThameSy See. had," &c. being a de. 
tstating the olFcnce.] ^’“^7 ,, 

lo prove he appointment or the defendant, a witness was that averment, 
called from the principal coal-meter’s office. Ho produced a 
book, in which was an cntiy, in the form of a petition to the 
Lord Mayor and Boartl of Aldermen, to the following effect:— 

“ the fifteen principal coal-meters of this city, present unto this 
court Thomas Geai-ingy Joseph Lonae [the del'cndant] and others 
(naming them) being all freemen of this city, and of the fellow¬ 
ship of porters, to be sworn their deputies as usual.” 

An entry was then made, that Gearittgy Lomoe [the defendant] 
and the rest were appointed by the master coal-meters; and that 
they w'ere that day severally sworn in the Lord Mayor’s Court, [ 71 ' 
Londotiy to the due execution of their said several offices.—Gated 
Coal-meters’ Office, London, the 2d of February, 1 7li7. 

It was admitted, that there were fifteen principal coal-meters, 
each of whom had a deputy; and that the defendant was one of 
the latter. 

Gihhsy for the defendant, objected: that Jtherc was a variance 
between tlie evidence and the description of the defendant in the 
declaration: that he was described in the declaration as one of 

the 
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1803« the meters duly appointed to measure and superintend the deli- 
coals: that the defendant was not one of the meters duly 
againjt ^pointed: these were the fifteen appointed by the city of Lo7i- 

Lowb. don. The defendant was a deputy only, not appointed by the 

city, but merely approved of. 

It was answered by the plaintiiTs counsel, that there were two 
descriptions of meters, tlic principal coal-meters and the deputy 
coal-meters: that the defendant was not described as a principal 
coal-meter, but merely as a meter. He did answer that descrip¬ 
tion : he was a meter; and ho was sworn to discharge the office. 

Lord Ellemborough. The first impression of my mind was 
in favour of the objection. The word “ appointed” struck me, 
that the defendant could not be said to be appointed; but now 
I think otherwise. There are two description of meters. The 
declaration describes the defendant as a meter; he certainly is 
so appointed to measure coals. The declaratioti does not say, 

[ 72 ] appointed by the city of London^* or in any particular w'ay. 

The entry in the book of the city is, that ** being appointed by 
the principal coal-meters to do his duty.” This, in my opinion, 
satisfies the description in the declaration. 

Gibbs asked, and had the point reserved. 

Ersicine, GarroWf and Lauoes for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs, Park, and Richardson for the dcfcndatit. 

I believe it never was afterwards moved, 

SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL. 
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Helyeaii against Hawke. 

f I^HIS was an action of assumpsit, on the warranty of a horse, 
sold by the defendant to the plaintiff. 

Plea of the general issue. 

The warranty was, “ that the horse was seven years old, and 
free from vice.” This was so stated in the declaration. 

The horse had been sent to be sold at TaticrsalUs had been 


the sale, re¬ 
aping the 
thii^ sold, is 
evidence 
against the 
principal; but 
not wriat he 
has said at an¬ 
other dme. 


inserted in his catalogue as a horse to be sold; and was de¬ 
scribed, in that catalogue, as seven years. He had how’ever not 
been brought to the hammer; but had been sold by private con¬ 
tract to the plaintifij Jby the defendant’s groom, * before the day 
of sale by auction; and on the warranty made by the groom the 
action was founded. 


[ *73 j 
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The ilefenilant denied his having given any warranty wliat- 
ever, except of his soundness. 

The evidence on the part of the plaintiff, os to the warranty, 
as stated in the declaration, was, that he having TattersaW% cata¬ 
logue in his hand, went to the defendant’s groom, who was then 
at TattersaWs taking care of his master’s horse. He had the 
horse brought out; and asked the groom, if he was but seven 
years old ? He said, yes.—If he was free from vice ? The groom 
said, yes; he is, if you have him. The horse was then led back. 
The witness heard nothing said about the price at that time; 
but the horse was soon after delivered. 

In the course of this evidence, Erskinet for the defendant, 
made several objections. He first objected, that the declarations 
of the groom, as to the age or qualities of the. horse, which 
amounted to a warranty, were not admissible to charge the mas¬ 
ter : that it was necessary, before the master was bound by his 
act, to make him the accredited agent of the master; and that 
even when he was so constituted, what he said could not be 
given in evidence; and that to prove it, he should be called 
liimself. 

Gibbs, of counsel for the plaintifi^ admitted, that he must be 
constituted the accredited agent of his master, before the master 
could be in any way bound; but he contended, that the rule, as 
to the inadmissibility of his declarations, applied to cases of de¬ 
clarations made not at the time of the transaction, but at an¬ 
other, and unconnected with the fact of the sale: that the defend¬ 
ant had constituted him his agent, by sending him with the 
horse to TattersaWs, and authorizing him to give the represen¬ 
tation stated in TattersaWs catalogue, and confirmed by a 
letter from the defendant, which he could produce. 

Lord Ellenfborough. If the servant is sent with the horse 
by his master, and which horse is offered for sale, and gives the 
direction respecting his sale, 1 think he thereby becomes the 
accredited agent of his master; and what he has said at the 
time of the sole, as part of the transaction of selling, respecting 
the horse, isevidence; but an acknowledgement to that effect, 
made at another time, is not so: it must be confined to the time 
of the actual sale, when he was acting for his master. 

The evidence of what passed between the plaintiff and the 
defendant’s servant at the time of the sale, ^proved only the con¬ 
versation first stated; but nothing was said about the price. 

Lord Ellenborough was of opinion, that as nothing was 

then 


1803. 


Hbeyear 

against 

Hawkc. 


[ 74 1 



74- 


CASES AT NISI PRIUS, 


1805. 

Helyear 

against 

Hawke. 


[ 75 ] 


[ 76 ] 


then said about tlie price, it could not l)e deemed a complete 
contract for the sale of the horse, or constitute a warranty made 
by the agent at the time of the sale, it therefore became neces¬ 
sary to call for the letter. 

It was in these words: 

“ Sir, 

^ • 

“ I understand, from my groom, that the chesiiut gelding 
he sold yesterday belonging to mo, is returned by the gentleman 
who bought him as seventeen years old. This I have nothing 
to do with; and shall not enter into the merits of the question. 

1 bought him as a seven years old gelding of Mr. Clorves, a Z»aM- 
cashire gentleman; and ordered my groom to warraiit him 
sound, whidi he is. As to his age 1 neither know nor care; 
nor shall I take him back. The gentleman who bought him 
lias a receipt; if his age is mentioned in it as seven years old, 
and he can prove that he is more, I will take him back: if his 
age is not mentioned, I have nothing more to say. 

Your obedient servant, 

Mautin Hawke.” 

Upon this letter being read, ErsJcine contended, that it did 
not give a general agency to the servant to warrant him seven 
years old; but merely that he was sound : that the servant being 
therefore but a special agent, and having exceeded his authority, 
the master was not bound. 

It was answered, that it had been decided, if a master entrusts 
a servant to sell, that, even if he exceeds his authority, the master 
is bound. 

Lord Ellenborough. I think, the master having entrusted 
the servant to sell, he is entru.stcd to do all that he can to effec¬ 
tuate the sale; and if he does exceed his authority in so doing, 
he binds his master; but from that letter, there was no admis¬ 
sion of the warranty, as stated in the pleadings. The plaintiff 
must go farther. 

The plaintiff was under the necessity of calling the defendant’s 
servant; who proved, that there was no warranty; but that the 
horse was to be taken with all faults. The plaintiff was there¬ 
fore nonsuited. 

Gibbs and Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Erskine for the defendant. 


SITTINGS 
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SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT WESTMINSTER. 


Rusly against Scarlett, Esq. 

^I'^HIS was an action for goods sold and delivered. 

"*■ Plea of Non-assiimpsit. 

The pliiintilT was a corn-cliandler. The action was brought 
to recover tJic price of a quantity of hay and straw, sold by the 
plaintiff, for the use of the defendant's horses. The plaintiff’ 
proved the delivery of a quantity at the defendant's stables, and 
the delivery of bills of parcels; but there was no evidence of 
his having ever seen the defendant, or of his having*cver received 
any orders from him whatever, or that he ever received from 
him directly any payment or money whatever. 

The defence was, that the defendant had given money to his 
coachman to pay the bills, which he had embezzled. It appear¬ 
ed that the defendant had kept a book with the servant; in 
which were entered the articles procured by the servant, and 
the sums advanced to him; but there did not appear to be any 
connection between the sums advanced to the servant and the 
tlemands which he was to pay; but the money was advanced 
generally. 

GibhSf for the plaintiff. This is not a case where the master 
has given the servant money to go to market with. The servant 
has had money at different times; bills of parcels were sent; and 
the defendant has settled, at different times, without calling for 
vouchers of the payment; this he ought to have done. He has 
assented to credit; and he contended, that the law as relied 
upon, only applied to cases where the master gave the servant 
money specifically to pay for the goods. 

Lord Ellenborough. The general nde to subject the prin¬ 
cipal to the act of the agent is this, the agency must be antece¬ 
dently given, or be subsequently adopted. There must, in the 
latter case, be some act of recognition; but if I authorize a man 
to obtain credit on my account, and he gets the goods on such 
credit, unless I have paid him, I am myself liable: but I go 
further, for if the goods were taken up, and the money given 
afterwards to the servant to pay, I am inclined to think the mas¬ 
ter liable, if the servant has not paid over the money; for he 
has given the servant authority to take up goods bn credit. It 

is 
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is therefore material to see when the money was given. If the 
servant was always in cash before-hand, to pay for the goods, 
the master is not liable, as he never authorized him to pledge 
his credit; but if the servant was not so in cash, he gave him a 
right to take up the goods on credit; and I think he would be 
liable, as the servant has not paid the plaintiff, though he might 
have received the money from the defendant, his master. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Gihhs and iMckhart for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Gart'cm for the defendant. 


Parslow against Dearlove. 

T his was an action of assumpsit. 

The defendant pleaded as to all the premises and under¬ 
takings, except as to 36/. 16 ^. Non-assumpsit i and as to that 
sum, that he became a bankrupt before the cause of action 
accrued. 

The action was brought to recover a sum claimed by the 
plaintiff^ who was a schoolmaster, for half a year’s schooling of 
the defendant’s sons. The half-year ended on the 24th of June, 
1801. 

On the 20th of that month, the defendant became a bank¬ 
rupt. It appeared in evidence, that the bills for schooling were 
made out half-yearly, at Midsummer and Christmas. The boys 
had been taken away on the 18th of June. The plaintiff’s coun¬ 
sel proved, that the half-year ended on the 24th, up to which 
time all the bills were made out; and he contended, that the 
debt did not accrue and become due until the 24th; and the 
defendant having become a bankrupt on the 20th, the debt ac¬ 
crued subsequent to the bankruptcy; and was therefore not dis¬ 
charged by the certificate. 

It was on the other side contended, for the defendant, that, 
under the statute 7 Geo. I. c. 31., the debt was provcable under 
the commission : that the debt was due on the 18 th, before the 
commission, though not payable till the 24th: that at all events, 
it Was proveable under the statute, being dehitum in presenli sol- 
vendum in Jiduro; and the cases of Henbest v. Brawn, Peak*s 
N. P. Cases, 54, wjis cited; where Lord Kenyon had ruled, 
that a debt for goods sold, and due at the time of the commis¬ 
sion, was sttfiicient to support the commission, and was within 

the 
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t}ic statute. Cochran v. Co. B. L. 18, was also cited as in 

point. 

Lord Eli.enbouough said, be thought the debt was not of 
that description, which could be proved under the commission, 
llis lordbhi}) turned to the act of parliament, which he observed 
spoke of “ bills, bonds, promissory notes, and other persoiuil 
securities, for money payable^ at future days; and allowctl per¬ 
sons having stick scenrilies, not then due, to come in under the 
commission of bankruptcy.” The act seemed therefore to be 
meant to be confined to written securities only, and that was , 
his opinion ; and he therefore held the certificate of the defen¬ 
dant to be no bar. 

Verdict for the plaintiif. 

F.rsJdne and Munlcij for the plaintifi’. • 

Pari and Pspinasse for the defendant. 

In the next term, the Court of Kini^s Bench was moved to set 
tlie nonsuit aside; but the Court agrceil with the Lord Ciiief 
dustiee. Vide 4 East^ 438, S. P. 
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SSUMP8IT for goods sold, and work aiul labour, with the 
other common counts. 

Plea of Noii-assinnpsiL 

The action was brought to recover the sum of 16:5/. for the 
papering and ornamenting certain rooms of the defenvlant. 

'i’he demand was contested, on the ground of overcharge: the 
sum of —/. having been paid into Court. 

A witness was called, who was by profession an artist and or- 
namenter of rooms; he had done the work for the plaintiffi who 
had paid him fur it. 

The work consisted of ornamental paintings, in a very expen¬ 
sive style. The room was decorated with piltisters, and in com¬ 
partments with festoons of flowers. 

The witness said. That the festoons were painted by one Eu- 
y/deit, who was employed under Jiim. 

The defendant’s counsel asked him. What sum he had paid to 
VugalcU for the part which he performed ? 

Oarrovo objected to tills question: he slated that I.ord Ken¬ 
yon had said, That the jirofits of tradesmen ought iiv^t to be¬ 
come the subject of investigation: 'Pliat the matter in dispute 
was, What the whole was worth when finished ? 

VoL. V. . E 
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filter. If he in 
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Lord Ellekborougw said, He thoug^lit the question miglit 
be asked. The demand was composed of the expense of the 
materials; the skill and other expenses incurred and paid on 
account of them. It was therefore perfectly unobjectionable to. 

The witness was accordingly examined. 

Verdict ff)r the plaintiff'. 

Garrcm and Lwmes for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Ch. Warren for the defendant. 


Bryan against Horseman. 

A SSUMPSIT for goods sold, with the common counts. 

Plea of Non-assumpsit and the Statute of Limitations. 

The action was brought to recover the value of a quantity of 
wheat, sold by the plaintiff to the defendant, more than six years 
before tlie commencement of the action. 

On the part of the plaintiff^ the evidence to establish a new 
promise, the sale having taken place more than six years before, 
was. That of the sheriff’s officer, who had made the arrest. 

His evidence was. That the defendant, when he was arrested, 
was asked by the officer. If he meant to pay the debt? The 
defendant answered, “ I do not consider myself as owing Bryan 
(the plaintiff) any thing, as it is over six years since the debt 
was contracted. I acknowledge having had the wheat; but 1 
have paid part, and 26/. only remains duo.” 

The defendant’s counsel contended. That this did not amount 
to a promise sufficient to take the case out of the statute. 

Lord Ellenbokough. I am not willing to narrow the effect 
of this statute: it was meant to protect persons who might have 
lost their vouchers from loss of time, or have otherwise been tle- 
prived of their evidence: it is a shield which the law has put 
into the hands of the defendant to protect himself; but he must 
use it, and not throw it away. If therefore the defendant says, 
on being applied to for the money, “ I have no recollection 
whether it was paid or not; but I think it was: I rely on the 
statute; it is six years since,” that shall protect him against the 
debt; but if there is any acknowledgment that the debt is then 
due, I think the acknowledgment of the debt being then subsist¬ 
ing, raises a promise.to pay, grounded on his antecedent lia¬ 
bility. lie docs not rely upon the presumption of payment, 
which the law would raise for him. Here the defendant has 

made 
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made such acknowledgment. The course of the cases has held, 
that this takes the case out of the statute; and I shall so direct 
the jury; hut give the defendant’s counsel leave to move it, if 
he thinks it fit to move. 

There was a verdict for the plaintifli with liberty given to the 
defendant’s counsel to move to set the verdict aside. 

Garrow and Wigla/ for the plaintiff. 

Park and Bosanquet for the defendant. 

In the next term this case was moved; and the Court concur* 
red with the Chief Justice. 


1803. 


Bryan 

against 

Horseman. 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL, IN THE [ 83 ] 

COMMON PLEAS. 


Clement against Gunhouse. 

^P'HIS was an action of assimpsitf brought to recover the 
A amount of wages claimed by the plaintiflj as a sailor on 
board of a ship commanded by the defendant. 

The declaration was generally for work and labour as a sailor. 

The plaintiff' proved the service on board by the evidence of a 
sailor, who had served on board the same ship. He was asked. 
If he and the plaintiff had not signed articles? He answered 
in the affirmative. Upon which they were produced by the de¬ 
fendant’s attorney. They wore signed by each of the parties, 
but had a seal after each name. 

Upon this the defendant’s counsel objected; That the plaintiff 
should be nonsuited, as the plaintiff’ should have declared on the 
deed. 

Mr. Justice Ciiambke, before whom the cause w as tried, asked 
for tlic ship’s articles. His Lordship having perused them, said. 
He was of opinion that the objection could not be sustained. 
The putting a seal opposite to the name, though evidence of a 
deed, and one of the formalities belonging to it, was not to bo 
taken as conclusive. If the parties did not mean to contract by 
deed, the ignorance of the parties as to the effect of a seal, could 
not make it so. Here the words of the articles are, “ To which 
the parties have set their hands,” not seals. It W'as therefore not 
the intention of any of the parties to execute a deed. He there¬ 
fore should hold it to be not sufficient to nonsuit the plaintiff. 

E 2 The 


Dee. 11th. 

In an action of 
assumpsit for 
sailors’ wages, 
though the 
plaintiffsigned 
articles, and 
they arc pro¬ 
duced under 
seal, tlic plain¬ 
tiff shall not be 
nonsuited, it 
appearing tliat 
he did not 
mean to con¬ 
tract by deed, 
the words be¬ 
ing,“to which 
the parties 
have set their 
hands,” with¬ 
out saying 
“ seals.” 
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The plaintilf had a verdict. 

Cockrilf Serjt. and AUc^ for tlic plaintifl’. 

Shepherdj Serjt. lor the ileli'iulant. 

Elsworth, Executor of-, against Woolmore and 

anotlier. 


"e <.r cus- 


l 5 I 


. .'lierwho ^'T^HIS was an action of assumpsit for work and labour. 

’ ; !• Eho action w'as brought to recover a Mini of money claim” 

> .:ta 'cd by the plaintilli and which is termed Gratuity Wages; to 
' vJ cinnS intestate was stated to have been entitled as sail-maker 

e'( .my fur- on board tlie Admiral Gardiner East India ship) of which the 
1 K'-'s or defendant Avas the owner. 

« ^ ' 1. C 15 V 

"e. rcus- The defendants were the owners of the India ship 

Gardiner: the deceased, in the year 1797, engaged on board 
lier. rie signed articlc.s, which were produced. In the articles 
he was described as sail-maker. 

\ 5 ] The case which the plaintilf })roposed to prove was. That the 

sura ot‘2l. per month, claimed by him, was, by the settled usage 
of the East India Company’s .shl)>s, allowed to a certain descrip¬ 
tion of persons sailing on board the India ships; such as the 
boatswain, painter, and sail-maker: Tiiat exclusive of this ge¬ 
neral custom and usage, JVoolmoie, the defendant, who was 
ship’s hu.sband, had promised to pay the deceased that sum of 
money. 

It was adrailted, that the wages of 21. 10.?. per month, men¬ 
tioned in the arliele::, laid betn paiil. 

Bestf Serjt. for the defendant, objected: That the action was 
not maintainable, lie read the words of the statute, 2 Geo. II. 
e. 3. By the first section it is enaeteil, “ That it shall nut be 
Jawtul for any master tn* commander of any ship or vessel, bound 
to parts hiyoiid (he seas, to carry any seaman or mariner, except 
his apprentici’ or ajipreiitices, to sea from any port, or whore he 
or they were eutoieil or shipped, to proceed on any voyage to 
p.trt'j beyond the sea.s, without fn»t coming to an agreement or 
eoutract with such seamen or mariners for their waires: which 
agreement or agrecjuienis shall be made in writing, declaring 
w'hat wages each seaman or mariner is to have respectively, dur¬ 
ing I ho v hole voyage, or for so long time as he or they shall 
shiip theniseivcs for; and also to express in the said agreement 
or contract the voyage for which such seaman or mariner was 
shipped to perform the same; and in case any master or com¬ 
mander 
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maiiJcv of any ship or vessel, shall carry out any seaman or ma- !<' ■! 
riner, except iiis apprentice or apj^rt niicos, upon any voyage to 
parts beyond {]:>• seas, ■' without first entering into sncli agree- Excci .< •' 
nicnt or eoiitract as aforesaid, and ho or llsey feigning the same, 
such master or commander shall forfeit and jtay the sum of live 
pounds for every such seaman or mariiier which he sLall carry to 
sea, witliout entering into stich agreement in writing as aforesaid, 
to the use of Grcermich Hospital. 

By another section of stat. S Gen. II. c, .‘3. ‘‘ It is furtSici* 
enacted, That if any seaman or mariner enter or ship himself on 
hoard any merchant shi}) or vessel, on any intended voyage for 
parts beyond the seas, he or they so entering thcm.selvx‘S as 
aforesaid, shall, and they are hereby obliged to sign such agree¬ 
ment or contract, within three days after he or, they shall have 
onteretl themselves on hoard any ship or vessel, in order to pro¬ 
ceed on any voyage as afore'-aiil; whieh agreement or agree¬ 
ments, or contracts, after the signing tliereofi shall he conclusive 
and binding to all parties, for and during the time or times so 
agreed or contracted for to all intents aud purposes, any custom 
or usage to the contrary in anywise notwiliistanding.” 

He then contended, Tliat uiulor tins act no action could he 
maintained for sailors’ wages, unlcss they were entered into un- 
del' articlci-,: That the contract being in writing, no sum conid 
he reccvci ed beyond that for which the articles wore subscribed : 

That the policy of the act would be evaded, if by a sub-contract 
t!ic sailor w'as allowed to reserve to himself more than the articles 


gave him. 

On the other side, the plaintiff’s counsel insisted, That there 
was nothing inconsistent with the policy of the act to allow this, 
w'hicli the established usage of the trade had allowed, not to th.e 
seaman, as such .<«ailor or mariner, as described in the articles, 
the deceased having been in a different .situation, that of sail- 
maker; and that the act applied to the crew as consisting of 
sailors only: That in this case there were tw’o contracts : the 
one with tiic East India Company, for the wages reserved by the 
articles; these were paid by the East India Company : but that 
this money claimed by this action w'as on a contract with the 
owncu's, and independent of the wages. 

Lord Alvanlky said, He was clearly of opinion that the 
f-laintiir should be nonsuited : That the act was cxprcs.s, re- 
jjiiinng ill terms that articles shoidd he signed by the sailors; 
riiut it would he a fraud on the re^t of the crew, if the owners 


w'cro 
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were permitted by a private contract to give more wages to one 
than to another; he therefore was of opinion, that there couKl 
not be two legal contracts; that the only one allowed was that 
entered into by articles, and signed by him. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Shepherd, Serjt. and Espinussc for the plaintiff. 

Best, Serjt. and Pell for the defendant. 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL, IN THE 

KING’S BENCH. 

Thomas anti others against Foyle. 

^I^HIS was an action on a policy of insurance, underwriUeu 
by the defendant for 100/. It was effected on the ship Spc~ 
cidation, on a voyage from fps-eoich to Chester. 

Loss by capture. 

The policy w'as on the ship : it was dated the 21-th efi January, 
1801; and was cffectctl by the plaintiffs, as agents to one Marsh ; 
in whom, in the declaration, the interest was averred to bc- 

The fact of ownership being in Marsh, was disputed by the 
defendant. 

To prove the ownership to bo in Marsh, the plaintiff calle<l 
the several persons who had supplied the ship with different ar¬ 
ticles, as blocks, stores, &c. and other articles for the use of the 
ship there. It was proved that they were put down to Marsh: 
that he was made debtor for them, and actually paid for them to 
the different persons by whom they were furnished. 

Marsh was also called as a witness, to prove the fact of the 
property being in himself (he having been a bankrupt, obtained 
his certificate, and i-eleascd); he stated, That the ship was his; 
but being asked. How he hd!d come entitled to the property in 
the ship ? and. Whether it was not by bill of sale ? He an¬ 
swered in the affirmative; that he had so become entitled. 

The plaintiffs having rested their proof of ownership there, 

Gibbs objected : That the plaintiff had not made out his case; 
That the witness had stated his title to be under a bill of sale, 
which was in writing; That the bill of sale should be produced; 
and that he should not be allowed so to prove it by parol. 

Lord Ellenbokougu ruled, That it was sufficient evidence 

of 
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oi‘ ownership in Marshy to enable the plaintiir to sustain the 
action; and to entitle them, unless contrary proof was oflercd, 
to recover : That the paying for the several articles for the ship 
in tJiat manner, could not be presumed to be done by a stranger, 
or by one unconnected with the ship; and as [jrovetl, was suffi¬ 
cient evidence of ownership; sufficient at least to entitle the 
plaintiff to rest on that proof of ownership; and though it had 
been proved that the Avitness Marsh had purchased the vessel by 
a writing, that should only have the effect of letting the defeii- 
tlant into proof of the actual state of the title as so derived. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Giles for the plaintiff’. 

Gibbs and Marrjjal for the defendant. 


1803. 


Thomas 
and Others 
against 
Foyle. 


Pearson against Fletcueu. 

iSSUMPSIT on a bill of exchange, for fSOl. drawn by 
^ ^ Marsh f)n the dclendant, and accepted by him, tiated the 
l.’5th of Fcbruarijy 1800, at six months, and indorsed to tJje 
plaintiff. 

The dcl’endant pleaded, first. Non-assumpsit; secondly, banlc- 
rujitcy. 

The plaintiff'proved the indorsement by the payee to him, and 
the acceptance by the defendant; and there rested his case. 

The defendant produced his certificate. The commission was 
sued out the 19th oi' JunCy 1800; and the certificate was dated in 
Jauuarpy 1801; and then relied, that as it appeared to bear date 
subsequent to the date of the bill, the certificate was a com¬ 
plete bar. 

The plaintiff's counsel contended, that it was incumbent on 
the defendant to prove an act of bankruptcy subsequent to the 
tlatc of the note: that the plea averred, that the several causes 
of action accrued prio.r to the bankruptcy: that the plaintiff* 
liaving fixed a date by the bill, it was necessary for the defendant 
to answer that time, by shewing an act of bankruptcy subsequent 
to it. 


[ 90 J 

Saturdayy 
Dec. 17tli. 

Where* bank¬ 
ruptcy is 
pleaded, the 
date i)f the 
cumiuission, if 
it is subse¬ 
quent to tlie 
date of the 
debt sued for, 
shall be sufli- 
cient for the 
defendant to 
rely on, at 
least suilicient 
to entitle the 
ilefendant to 
call on the 
plaintiff to 
prove an an¬ 
tecedent rict of 
bankruptcy. 


For the defendant, his counsel insisted, that the plea being 
given by the statute, was to supersede the necessity of going 
thrt)ugh the evidence of all the steps of the bankruptcy; and 
of course of the act of bankruptcy: that it must be therc- 
Ibro taken to have been an act of bankruptcy at the time of the 
suing out of the commission, which was on the 19lh of Juucy [913 

7 and 
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.ind subsequent to tlic date of the bill; which was sufficient to 
protect the defendant. 

Lord Ellen no HOUGH, after cx})ressing some doubt at firsl, 
said, that he was of opinion, if the plaintiff meant that the cer¬ 
tificate should be no bar, it was incumbent on him to show aii 
act of bankruptcy committed by the defendant, which preceded 
the debt in question ; that he must take the fact to be, that the 
defendant was a bankrupt at the time of the date of the commis¬ 
sion, which was subsequent to the date of the note, and which 
could therefore have been proved under it. 

Upon this being so ruled by the Lord Chief Justice, the plain¬ 
tiff’s counsel called upon the solicitor under the commission, to 
produce the proceedings. 

The dcfcnd^iit’s counsel objected to it; and the solicitor, w'ho 
had a siihptcna duces feenmi referred to Lord Ellenbokoi on for 
his direction. 

Lord Ellenbokoucii said, tliat he considered it as a public 
duty to have the proceedings jwoiiaced. 

Upon whicli suggestion from his Lordship, the proceedings 
w'cre produced; ami upon being referred to, the act t)f bank¬ 
ruptcy appeared to have been committed in the month of Nu~ 
vembetf 1799, which jjrcccdcd the date of the note. 

The defendant’s counsel contended, that this was not admis¬ 
sible as evidence of the act of bankruptcy : that it was necessary 
for the plaintiff to prove the act of bankruptcy by distinct evi¬ 
dence, such as ■would he required in the case of an action by the 
assignee. 

The plaintiff’s counsel, on the other hand, insistctl, that the 
defendant, having relied on tlio certificate obtained under the 
commission, and that the dcfemlant was a bankrupt at the time, 
and of course that a good act of bankruptcy had taken place, it 
must be taken that this was the Jict of bankruptcy rclicil on; and 
that of course the deposition was evidence. 

Lord Ellenborolgh ruled, that this was evidence of an act 
of bankruptcy at that time; and that it should be sufficient evi¬ 
dence of an act of bankruptcy at the time specified in the pro¬ 
ceedings. 

Verdict for the plaintiff, with liberty to move to set the ver¬ 
dict aside. 

Gibbs and Giles for the plaintiff. 

Garrmv and Espinasse for tlie defendant. 

This case was afterwards compromised. 


Dovek 
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1803. 


Dover againsl Ma'Cs" \cr. 


3^11 IS was an action of debt, on the statute 2 Geo. II. c. 24. 
iiaainst bribery at elections. 

The declaration stated, that the defendant, bcinj^ a candidate 
to represent the borough oi,lIetj(lony in YorksMre, at the last 
general election, corruptly gave to one James t^harp, a voter, 
money (to wit, 5i.) as a reward to vote for him, to be returned 
on the said election. 

Sharp was called as a witness. 

Lord Ellen uououcJii cautioned him: that 2 Geo. II. c. 24. 
though the time (two years) *given by the statute for bringing a 
civil action against him for receiving a bribe was^one by, yet 
there wa.s no limitation at contmoii law to a criminal prosecution 
by indictment; therefore he was not bound to answer any ques¬ 
tion winch might criminate him. 

The witness .said, he was sworn to speak the truth, and would: 


A note given 
by a voter 
who has been 
bribed, for re¬ 
payment of 
the sum given 
to him, in or¬ 
der to secure 
his vote, in an 
action of debt 
for the bri- 
berjf, may be 
given in evi¬ 
dence, though 
not stamped, 
to prove the 
fact of bri¬ 
bery. 
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'riiat during the canvass for the election, the defendant gave a 
'=.nj)pt'r to the out-voters in London; and made a speech, pro- 
fcssinii himself a candidate : that it had been an old custom in 
the borouglt, that every freeman who voted at the election, 
should receive after the rate of 20/. if he voted a. plumper for the 
candidate; and 10/, for a split vole, without any express engage¬ 
ment or previous promise from the candidate to pay any thing. 

The witness then proved that Sir Liwiel Dayrell was elected 
a member for llejjdou at the preceding election in 1796; but 


after the election, had not remembered the custom as to the 


delendant; for he had received nothing, though lie had voted 
lor Sir Lionel. 


This he mentioned to the tlcfcndant Maeslatr, at the supper; 
who desired to see him again. He called at the defendant’s 
house afterwards; and announced himself as James Sharp, an 
out-voter lor Heydon. Upon which lie was introduced to the 
defendant; and he then asked him to accommodate him with 51. 

The defendant gave him a 5/. bank-note; for wliich Sharp sign¬ 
ed a promissory note, payable to the defendant on demand. 

The defendant then expressed his hope, that Sharp would not [ 94 ] 
deceive him, as he should not like to be laughed at. Sharp said, 
die defendant might depend upon liim; and they parted. 

At the rdcction, the 5th of July following, Sharp gave his 
vole for the delendant; and had all his extras paid, including 

his 
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his journey from London. After tJie election, Sharp called upon 
the defendant, who desired him to make out his account of what 
he had received from liim and his agent, which was about Si .; 
and then gave him 2/. lOjf. which, including the 51. note, made 
the sum of 10^. 10s. amount to 105. more than the customary 
allowance to voters at Heydon, 

The next witness called was Christopher Savile, Esq. one of 
the successful candidates. 

Before he was sworn in chief, Dallas swore him upon the voir 
dire. He asked him, if he was the Christopher Atkinson who 
had stood in the pillory, on a conviction for perjury ? lie ad¬ 
mitted he was. Dallas then put in an examined copy of the re¬ 
cord of the judgment; and objected to his competency as a wit¬ 
ness, liaving .suflTered an infamous judgment. 

Erskine admitted the objection; anti put in the King’s pa¬ 
tent of pardon, which he contended restored his competency, 
and so Lord ELLENBOiioutiii ruled; for being an indictment for 
perjury at common law, and not under the statute, it was com¬ 
petent to the King to pardon: but had it been a conviction 
under the statute, the royal prerogative is taken away by the ex¬ 
press words of the statute. 

Mr. Savile was therefore examined; and swore, that in a pri¬ 
vate conversation, a short time before the election, between 
Maestaer and him, at his house, when they were friendly, and 
had joined interests, Maestaer told him that he had let Sharp 
have 5l. and had taken his promissory note. 

The promissory note was then produced by the defendant, on 
proof of notice to produce it; and it appeared to be for pay¬ 
ment of 51. to Maestaer, on demand, signed by Shatp ; but it 
was not stamped or witnessed. 

Gibbs objected: that it could not be read in evidence for 
want of a stamp; but Lord Ellemuorouuu ruled, that as the 
plaintiff did not give it as a security, or attempt to enforce it 
as a valid instrument, but as corroborative of the testimony of 
Sharp, that such a note was given by him for tlie money advanc¬ 
ed him, it was evidence of the transaction. 

On proof of these facts, and that the money was advanced in 
London, 

Lord ElleiiIbobough left it to the jurj^ Whether this was in 
fact and substantially a loan of money to Sharp, to be repaid by 
him, or only colourably so, and in truth to be retained by him, 
and to influence his vote at the election ? If the latter, it was a 

corrupt 
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corrupt advance as a reward to vote, whatever shape it assumed; 
aiul however penal the consequence might be to the parties, the 
jury must find a verdict for the plaintiff, and give him his 500L 
jienally. 

The jury found a verdict for the plaintiff on the first count. 

Erskine and-for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Dallas for the defendant. 

Erskine contended strenuously, that he had a right to reply, 
though for the defendant, called no witnesses: he con¬ 

tended for it on the ground that the defendant’s counsel had 
put in the record of conviction of Atkinson^ for perjury, wliich 
introtluccd new matter of fact into the cause, requiring an an¬ 
swer and observations of counsel: but Lord Ellenborougii 
ruled, that the discussion of the competency of thg witness in- 
tixaUiccd by the production of the record, was merely collateral 
to the issue between the parties, which terminated on his lord- 
chip’s having over-ruled the objection ; and that Erskine was not 
entitled to a reply. 


Sheriff against Potts. 

pins was an action of assumpsili on a policy of insurance on 
the ship Columbia, ” at and from Guernsey to Gibraltar, 
with liberty to touch and discharge goods at Lisbon.” 

Loss by capture. 

The policy had been adjusted at a loss of IQQl.per cent. 

Pa;7f, for the defendant, stated the adjustment; and that ho 
should prove the settling by the ^defendant, which would be 
sufficient proof for him to call upon the defendant to im¬ 
peach it. 

Lord Ellenborouuh said, it certainly would be sufficient so 
to launch the case; but that if the defendant could shew that 
the adjustment had been made under a mistake, or in any way 
get rid of it, there was an end to the plaintiff’s case. 

In which the plaintiff’s counsel acquiesced, and relied on the 
adjustment. 

Erskine, for the defendant, admitted the adjustment; but 
stated, that his defence turned upon a fact admitted by the plain¬ 
tiff himself, in hi.s answer in equity, namely, that after the ship 
liad arrived at Lisbon, the defendant not only discharged part of 
her cargo brought from Guernsey, but had taken in another 
cargo for Gibraltar, This he contended avoided the policy. 

Park , 
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Parfct for the plaintiff, in answer contended, that it appeartvf 
by the same answer tliat she had waited at Lisbon for a convoy 
to Gibrallar: tliat during that time, she had taken in part of her 
lading, which was when slic could not have sailed, so that there 
was no delay for ihe purpose of getting in a cargo: that there 
was a clause in the policy, by which there was a return of pre¬ 
mium in case the ship sailal with convoy from Lisbon, which re¬ 
cognized a right in the ship to stay there: but upon the con¬ 
struction of the words of the policy itself, he contended, that the 
words of the policy w’ould admit such a construction as would 
warrant the taking in of a cargo at Lisbon ; and in fact it was 
so generally understood. 

On the other side was cited the case of Stilt v. WardeLl, 2 N. 
P. Cases, 640; in which Lord Kenyon had ruled, that where, 
on a policy on a ship at and from Whitehaven to St. MichaePa, 
and from thence to sail to, touch and slay at any port on the pas¬ 
sage ; that where she did touch. She was not protected under the 
policy in breaking bulk; and on that ground the policy was held 
to be void. 

Lord Ellenbohough. This is certainly a deviation, anti 
discharges the policy. The liberty to discharge or take in a 
part of her cargo, must be governed by the terms of the contract 
between the parties. It is here to discharge her cargo: and no¬ 
thing is said about taking in another. The construction con¬ 
tended for would go this length: that if a ship was detained by a 
foul wind, she might take in another cargo, and institute a new 
adventure. Her taking in another cargo at Lisbon is a new 
voyage, a new adventure: it is not within the terms of the 
policy. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Park and Gaselee for the plaiutifli 

Erskine for the defendant. 
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XSITTING-DAY AFTER TERM IN THE COMMON 

ple:as. 


Briggs agahist Crick. 


\ SSUMPSIT oil the warranty of a horse. The dcfeiulant 

^ Iiad v/ari’anted the horse to be sound at the time of 
the sale. 

The {ilaiiitiiF proved the sale and warranty; and that he was 
unsound. 

The defendant’s case was to be made out by the evidence of 
several former proprietors of the horse; all of whom had sold 
ijim with a warranty. 

Tlie first witness being called, he was asked, if he had not sold 
the horse to the defendant, with a warranty that he was sound i 
He answered in the affirmative. 

Best, Serjt. objected to his tcstiinon 3 ^, on tlie ground, that 
having given a warranty of the soundness, he was supporting his 
own case, and protecting liimself from an action; inasmuch, as 
.it the defendant succeeded in this action he would screen himself 
from tlie effect of being called upon on the warranty given by 
liimself on the sale to the plaintiff! 

It was answered, that this was not sufficient, as it was not a 
direct interest: besides which, though the horse might have been 
sound when sold by tlie witness, it did not directly prove that he 
was sound when sold to the plaintilF; it was matter of presump- 
^<ion only. 


1803. 


A party who 
had been a 
former pro¬ 
prietor of a 
horse, and 
sold him with 
a warranty of 
soundness, 
may be a wit¬ 
ness to prove 
that he was 
then sound, 
without a re¬ 
lease. 
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CASES AT NISI PRIUS, 


1803. 

Briggs 

against 

Chick. 


Lord Alvanley. The verdict given in this cause cannot he 
given in evidence in any action to be brought against the wit¬ 
ness) or against any of the former proprietors of the horse; il 
it could) it would disqualify them from being witnesses, liiis I 
apprehend to be the settled distinction since the case ol'Bait v. 
Baker (3 Term Rep. 27.) They direct interests in the event of 
the cause sufficient to disqualify them) though it might be mattci 
of observation as to their credit. 

Bestf Seijt. and Espinasse for tlic plaintiff. 

ShepJierdy Serjt. and Marryat for the dclendant. 


SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL. 


[ *101 ] 
Feh. 


UrFOLD against Leit. 


If a party 
makes a copy 
of a receipt, 
and adds to it 
other words: 
as for ex- _ 
ample, “ in 
full of aU de¬ 
mands,*’ 
which words 
were not in 
the original, it 
is a forgery, if 
the copy is 
offcrcQ tn evi¬ 
dence, on tlie 
supposed loss 
of the original. 


A SSUMPSIT to recover the sum of 80/. 

Plea of Non-assumpsit. 

The money had been paid into the hands of the f'defendant, 
who was a land-valuer and auctioneer, on the agreement for the 
purchase of some lands. The purchase had not been com¬ 
pleted ; and the action was brought to recover it back again. 

The defence set up was, that the plaintiff and defendant had 
settled all their accounts; and that the plaintiff had given a i e- 
ceipt in full of all demands. 

It was relied upon for the defendant, that the icceipt was 
procured by gross fraud and imposition; and that the icceipt 
which had been on another account, had had the words “ in full 
of all demands,” interpolated after ir. had been given. 

A copy of the receipt was offcred in evidence, on the sugges¬ 


tion of the original being lost. 

Amongst other suspicious circumstances, it appeared that the 
defendant had made the copy of the receipt, supposed to have 
been given by the plaintiffj in his own hand-writing; and had 
deposited it with an innkeeper at Dorkingy desiring him to take 
care of it, in case of any dispute. The copy contained the 
words in full of all demands.” This copy was produced, and 


was relied upon as evidence. 

Lord Ellenborough. If the party, by making this copy, 
and relying upon it as evidence, has destroyed the original, and 

thinks he thereby avoids a prosecution for forgery, he very muc i 

deceives 
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tleccivcs himself. I very well remember Mr. Justice Duller 
trying a nmn indicted for forgery, under circumstances such as 
these; and that learned judge had no doubt, that he might have 
been * convicted on it. He however escaped on another ground. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Gan owj'and Lawes for the plaintiff. 

MaiTtfat for the defendant. , 


SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM AT GUILDHALL, IN 
THE COMMON PLEAS. 


Haumer against Killing. 

A SSUMPSIT for goods sold and delivered. 

^ ^ The defendant pleaded non-assumpsU and infancy. 

Replication of a promise after full age. Upon which issue 
was joined. 

The facts of the case were, that the goods had been furnishe<1, 
which the defendant had had. After he came of age, the plain¬ 
tiff sent to him to demand the money. The person sent saw the 
defendant, and threatened to ai'rest him. Upon which the de¬ 
fendant agreed to give his note for it; but happening to mention 
W'hat he was about to do to a friend of his, his friend said, Don’t 
do it: draw upon your father’s executors. He then refused to 
do any thing. 

It was contended, by Shepherdf Serjt. That this was not such 
a promise as was sufHcient in law to bind the defendant. 

Lord Alvanley said, that the infant was discharged by his 
nonage for goods, not necessaries, if furnished to him before his 
full age; but that he might bind himself by a new promise, after 
he obtained his full age: but that he held that such promise 
must be voluntary, and given with knowledge that he then stood 
discharged by law : that where an infant under the terror of an 
arrest, had a promise extorted from him, or where it was given 
ignorant of the protection which the law afforded him, he should 
hold that he was not bound to it. If therefore the Jury should 
be of opinion that the facts were, that this promise was so ob¬ 
tained, he should direct them to find for the defendant. 

Verdict for the defendant. 

Best, Serjt. and Lawes for the plaintiff. 

Shepherd, Serjt. for the defendant. 


1804. 


Upfold 

against 

L£IT. 

[ *102 ] 


The promise 
sufficient to 
bind an in¬ 
fant, after his 
attaining of 
full .igc, must 
be given vo¬ 
luntarily, and 
with know¬ 
ledge that he 
was discharg¬ 
ed by his non¬ 
age. 
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180*. 


Salurdavt 

Feb.vm. 

If a person em¬ 
ployed as all 
agent for an¬ 
other in the 
sale of any 
property, has 
notice tnat 
what he is a- 
bout to sell is 
not his princi¬ 
pal’s, and he 
yet continues 
to sell, he is 
personally lia¬ 
ble in an action 
for tire pro¬ 
duce of the 
sale. 

C *104 ] 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT WESTMINSTER, IN 
THE KING’S BENCH. 


IlAiiDACiiE agabist Stewart. 

^T^HIS was an action for money liatl aiul rcccivctl. 

-A. I’Ica of Non-assumpsit. 

The clefciidaiit was an auctioneer; anil Jiail been employed 
by the assignees of TVigstead, a bankrupt, to sell tbo bankrupt’s 
interest in a bouse, wlucb be had occupied before be bi'*amc a 
bankrupt. 

There wore several fixtures in the bouse, which * belonged to 
the landlord, and which were inventoried in the original lease, 
from the lessor to TVigsteady as lessee. 

When tlic defendant advertised the house and fixtures to be 
sold, on account of the assignees of JV/^slcad, Mr. S/crIing, who 
was solicitor to the landlord, waited on the defendant; sliewed 
him the counterpart of the lease and the inventory of the fix¬ 
tures; and desired that he would not dispose of such fixtures as 
were there inventoried, as they belonged to the landlord. He 
promised not to do so; and accordingly he sold the house vvitli- 
out the fixtures. 

llardacrcj the plaintiff, became the purchaser; but the de¬ 
fendant afterwards sold the fixtures to a builder, employed by 
the plaintiff to repair the house on account of the plaintiff; 
and he paid the defendant 621. for them; which sum the pre¬ 
sent action was brought to recover, the plaintiff having been 
called upon by the original landlord. 

It was contcndeil for the defenilant, That this action could 
not be maintained against the defendant, who appeareil to be 
only an agent employed by the assignees to sell; and that there¬ 
fore the action should have been brought against the assignees, 
who were principals; and Sadler Evajis, ^ Burr. 197*. was 
cited, as particularly applying to this case: in which it was de¬ 
cided, That the title to property could not be tried in an action 
against the agent; which was the point here, as the whole turned 
on the title of the landlord or the assignees to these fixtures; 
and the defendant had sold not upon his own account, but as 
the agent for another. 


8 


Lord 



HILARY TERM, 43 GEO. III. 


105 


Lord Ellenborough said, That he was of opinion, that the 
action was maintainable against the defendant, though what he 
had done had been done while acting as an auctioneer: That 
the law was so in the cases stated; but here the auctioneer had 
made himself, by the manner of conducting himself, quasi a 
principal. He had had notice not to sell: That the lixlures 
were the property of the landlord, and of course that they did 
not belong to his principals; notwithstanding which, he sold 
them, and received the value. If a man sells property of others, 
with full notice that he is doing wrong, and that he is disposing 
of that to which he has no title, he is liable to an action for 
money had and received. 

Verdict for the plaintiffl 

Gibbs and Marryat for the plaintidl 

Garrom and Holroyd for the defendant. 


1801 . 

Hardacre 

against 

Stewart. 


Doe ex dem. Maslin, ct alt. Assignees of William 
Smith, a Bankrupt, against Roe. 

T his was an action of ejectment, to recover the possession 
of certain premises in Stepney, 

Plea of Not Guilty. 

By lease made in 1799, the premises in question were de¬ 
mised to Smith the bankrupt, for fourteen years. 

In March, 1802, Sinith had become a bankrupt, upon the 
petition of one Gardner, lie had previously"^ deposited this lease 
with Gardner, he being then considerably in Gardner's debt. 

The plaintiffs proved the bankruptcy and the lease, which 
it appeared was then a subsisting one; and there rested their 
case. 

Parntha', for the defendant, contended. That the plaintiffs 
could not recover, on the ground that nothing passed under the 
assignment but that in which the bankrupt was beneficially in¬ 
terested : That the only interest he had here, was a reversionary 
interest in this property; the right of possession to which he 
had no claim, having given it up by the deposit of the lease 
with Gardner; and cited .i Bos, and Ptdl. 4. 

'riie defendant called Gardner, He proved, that Smith the 
bankrupt, having been indebted to him, and he wanting se¬ 
curity, Smith had deposited the lease of the premises with him, 
VoL. V. F as 


Same day. 


If a trader, be¬ 
fore his.bank- 
ruptcy, depo¬ 
sit a lease as a 
security for 
money, but no 
mortgage or 
assignment of 
it tiicn takes 
place, tlic as¬ 
signees mayre- 
coverit: itcon- 
fers no legal 
title on the 
party it is de¬ 
livered to. 
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1804. 


Doe cx dem. 
Maslin, 
et alt. 
against 
Ro£. 


as a secarity; but no assignment was then, or at any time made 
by the bankrupt to him. 

Upon that evidence, Lord Ellenborough said. This was no 
defence to the action. This was in the nature of a mortgage; 
but there was no assignment, nor was the legal estate ever passed 
out of Smith’s possession. Whatever remedy equity might give, 
the plaintiifs were entitled to recover at law. 

Verdict fur the plaintiifs. 

Garro’w ami Espinassc for the plaintiffs. 

Parnthcr for the defendant. 


t 107 ] Rex against Locker, Wainwrtcht, and Wilt- 


In an indict¬ 
ment for a con¬ 
spiracy, the 
wife of one of 
tlie defendants 
cannot be call¬ 
ed as a witness 
for tlie other. 


^^IIIS was an indictment against the defemlauts, for a con- 
A. spiracy, in procuring a young laily, then a vvartl of the 
Court of Chancery, to marry the deferidant Lochcr. 

The defendants appeared by different allornies; and del’endcd 
separately. 

The defendant Locker^ having gone through his case, Mr. 
Erslchie, who was counsel for IVainxcrigkt and his wile, proposetl 


to call Mrs. Locker, lie stated the ground of his right to do 
so, on this, that though a wife could not be a witness for a hus¬ 
band, and so could not be called for Locker; yet, that where 
others were implicated, he might make use of her testimony 
merely to shew that the defendant, Wairmright and his wife, 
had not that share in this transaction imputed to them. 

Lord Ellenborough said, Jle was clearly of opinion, that 
she was not admissible. A joint crime was imputed, in which 
her husband was implicated; and who would be benefited by 
it ? It was a clear rule of the Laws of England, that a wife 


could not be called as an evidence for or against her husband, 
except in the excepted case of Lord Audlcy; and whether her 
evidence was .mediately or immediately to affect him, the legal 
objection equally applied. 

C 108 ] Evidence having been offered of the circumstances of Mr, 
Locker, whom the information averred to be “ a man of mean 
and low circumstances,” in summing up to the jury the Lord 
Chief Justice said, It is averred in the information. That the 
defendant Locket', was “ a man of mean and low circumstances 
that is an averment which is material; but it must be taken re¬ 
latively. ^hat may be good circumstances in one man, cannot 

be 
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be deemed so in another. The averment does not mean that he 
was an absolute beggar. Evidence has been offered of his cir¬ 
cumstances. The jury will say, Whether they arc of opinion 
that he is such a man ? If they do not, they will find him not 
guilty on the count in which this averment is found. 

They found all the defendants guilty; and they were after¬ 
wards sentenced to eighteen ijionths’ imprisonment. 

Attomey-Gencralf GarreeWi Best, and Abbott for the prosecu¬ 
tion. 

Bitrrough and Espinasse for the defendant Lociccr, 

Ers/cine, Common Serjt., and Header for the defendant Wain- 
wright and wife. 


1804. 


Rex 

against 

Lockeh, 

Wain- 

WRIGHT, 

and Wife. 


Barijaud against Hookiiam. 

^ "^HIS was an action on the case, for slanderous words, impu- 
A ting to the plaintiff disaflection to government. 

The case was. That the plaintiff, being a member of the 8l. 
,1ames'& Volunteer Corps, the defendant, who was a serjeant of 
the eorps, had represented to the committee, by whom tlie general 
business of the corps was conducted, that Barbaiid the plaintiff, 
who was then a member, was an unfit and improper person to be 
permitted to continue a member of the corps. 

The words charged in the declaration were. That the defen¬ 
dant had said. That the plaintiff had been tlie executioner of 
the King of France ; and that he had clapped his hands, rejoic¬ 
ing at the event; and adding, that France would tiien be one of 
the first countries in the world. 


[ 109 ] 

Same day. 

If words are 
spoken to a 
committee of 
persons, to 
whom the ma¬ 
nagement of a 
volunteer 
corps is intrust¬ 
ed, respecting 
a member, as 
matter of fair 
representation 
respecting his 
principles, 
they arc not 
actionable. 


It appeared in evidence, that the plaintiff was a Frenchman ; 
and that the defendant had not made use of the words publicly, 
but had communicated them to the officers ^f the corps, who 
constituted the committee for its regulation. 

Lord Ellenboiiouoii said, That it was not to be allowed 
that such an action could be sustained. It was a communication 
made upon a most important matter for their consideration. 

Whether foreigners, the natives of a country in open war with 
us, were to learn the use of arms in a country threatened to be 
invaded by that countr}' ? The action was most ill-advised and 
improper. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. [ 110 ] 

Erskine and Clifford for the plaintiff. 

Garrm and Laixies for the defendant. 

F2 
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1S04.. 


SITTINGS AT WESTMINSTER-HALL. 


Feb. 24 th, Spencer q. t. against Mann and others. 


l'™‘'*"^ctionon ^^PIIS was an action of debt qiti tarn, to recover the penalties 
f.4.forfoibw- given by the statute of the 5th of Elizabeth, c. 4>. for follow¬ 
ing a trade not ing a trade, and not having duly served an apprenticeship, 
an'apprcnticf. count of the declaration, on which the plaintiff sought to 

ship, if the de- recover, was this, “ That the defendants used and exercised the 
claration mystery and occupation of sawyers, being a trade or mystery, &c. 

and being such sawyers, not regarding the statute, &c. did set 
a certain person (to wit, one William CvUender) to work on cer¬ 
tain work in such trade, mystery, or occupation; and did con¬ 
tinue him so set on during all the time, &c. although the said 
William Cullender had not been brought up therein seven years 
as an apprentice, contrary to the form of the statute.’* 

It appeared in evidence, that the business of the defendants 
forming a nc- was that of mast and block-makers: That in the carrying on of 
cesMty part^ol trade, it was necessary that the timber should be sawed up; 
variance. that was for the purpose of fitting it for their general trade 

of mast and block-makers; but that they had employed persons 
C in ] as sawyers, to saw up the timber for making the masts and 
blocks; and Cullender had been so employed; and that he had 
never served an apprenticeship. 

The defendants’ counsel objected; That the plaintiff should 
be nonsuited, on the ground of his having, in the declaration, 
stated the defendants to have carried on the business of sawyers; 
which was a material averment in the declaration : and that he 


charge a parti¬ 
cular trade to 
have been fol- 
lowed, and it 
appears to 
have been on¬ 
ly a subordi¬ 
nate trade in 
another and 
principal 
trade, though 


had failed to prove it. 

The plaintiff’s counsel contended. That it appeared in evi¬ 
dence, that the defendants, though carrying on the business of 
mast and block-makers, in fact, carrie! on that of sawyers, it 
being a part of that business to saw, up the timber used in it: 
That the statute extended to cases where the trade was carried 


on not solely, but as part of another, with which it was so con¬ 
nected, that the latter could not be carried on without it. 

It was further observed by Mr, Gibbs, That it w’as a material 
averment to state that the defendants were sawyers; the oflencc 
being the setting to vrork a person who had not served as an 

apprentice; 
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apprentice; which was an ofTcncc subjecting the party to a pe¬ 
nalty, whether he was of any trade or not. Beach q. t. v. Turner^ 
4 Burr, was cited. 

Mr. Justice Lawrence said, He was of opinion that the plain¬ 
tiff should be nonsuited. The plaintiff had described the defen¬ 
dants as using and exercising the mystery or occupation of saw¬ 
yers : that was not their business; it was that of mast and block- 
makers. Masts or blocks cannot be made without first sawing 
up the timber; but because it was necessary to saw out the tim¬ 
ber to manufacture it to the uses of their trade, that did not 
make them sawyers: it was not the business which they proposed 
to follow. With respect to its being an immaterial averment 
though it might be so taken in the beginning of the count, it 
could not be rejected in the part of the count where the breach 
was assigned as describing the offence, “ the setting Cullender 
to work in such trade, mystery, or occupation, so used by them 
as aforesaidwhich was the offence of carrying on the business 
of sawyers, that being the trade which, in the beginning of the 
count, they were described as carrying on. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Erskine, Gibbs, and Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Gatrcm and Comyn for the defendant. 


1804. 

Spencer, q.t. 

agaitut 
Mann and 
others. 


[ 112 ] 


Goom against Jackson. 

A SSUMPSIT for goods sold and delivered. 

Plea of Non-assumpsit. 

The action was brought to recover the value of a quantity of 

glue* 

The plaintiff was a glue manufacturer, living in London j the 
defendant resided at Stockport, in Cheshire. The defendant had 
dealt with the plaintiff; and the glue had been sent by sea to 
Liverpool, and from thence forwarded to Stockport. 

In the beginning of Jtdy, 1803, the defendant * had sent a writ¬ 
ten order for glue. It was for one quantity to be sent imme¬ 
diately ; the remainder in two months after. 

The first parcel was sent on the 21st of July ; and received by 
the defendant, who paid for it. The second parcel was sent in 
Septemher, being two months after. The ship in which the lat¬ 
ter parcel w'as sent was burnt, and the glue lost. 

The defence was, That no letter of advice had been sent to 

the 


Same day. 

In general 
cases it is the 
duty of the 
shipper of the 
go^s to send 
advice of the 
shippingtothe 
consignee; but 
diis is capable 
of being con¬ 
trolled oy the 
course of deal¬ 
ing between 
the parties. 
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Goom 

against 

Jackson. 


I 114 3 


the defendant of the time of shipping the glue; so that the de¬ 
fendant had been prevented from insuring it. 

The plaintiff’s counsel answered, That the order having been 
given in Jul^, specifying the times of sending the goods; and 
that the first parcel having been received, it was a notice of the 
plaintifTs acceptance of the order; so that he had a right to ex¬ 
pect the second parcel in coursQ, at the expiration of the two 
months; but that, at all events, it did not seem to be the course 
of their dealing so to give advice of the sending of the goods. 

Mr. Justice Lawrence asked. If the defendant had had any 
letter of advice of the shipping of the parcel of glue in the month 
oi July? No letter was produced. 

Mr. Justice then said, That he was of opinion, that in gciicral 
cases, it was the duty of the shipper of the goods to give notice 
of the shipping of them by a letter of advice; as otherwise, the 
conveyance of the goods might be subjected to the inconvenience 
suggested, that of losing the opportunity to insure; but that was 
capable of being controlled by the course of dealing between the 
parties; in which case such letter of advice might bo dispensed 
with. In this case, it was in evidence that the parcel sent in 
Jtdy\\fsi\ been paid for, and yet no letter of advice was produced ; 
so that there was evidence from whence the jury might infer that 
the course of dealing was such. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Garravo and Esyinaasc for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs for the defendant. 


SITTINGS AT GUILDHALL. 


Shipley against Hammond. 

A SSUMPSIT for rent of tithes, ant' on an account stated. 

^ The plaintifi* Shijplty was owner t)f the tithes; Hammmd 
was the occupier. The tithes were due in 1795; and the only 
doubt was. Whether the plaintiff was entitled to interest or not 
from that time ? 

Lord Ellenborough. If there was an agreement for tithes, 
to be paid on a particular day, the sum to be paid would bear 
interest from that time; but where it is only a general agreement 

for 
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for so much a-year, without specifying any time fur the payment, 
HO interest is payable. 

Oarroiv anti Barrow for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs for the defendant. 


UouRDENAVE ogaitist Gregory, 

was an action on the case, brought to recover damages 
for not accepting stock, sold by the plaintiff to the defen¬ 
dant. 

This was one of many actions which arose from the forged 
lettt'r, supposed to have been written by Lord Hawkesbwy to 
ihe Lortl Mayor, notifying a pretended signing of preliminaries 
fd' peace. 

The transaction in question arose on the 5th of May; on 
which day the plaintiilj by his broker, sold 1000^. three per 
at sixty-nine. In the course of the same day the forgery was 
tletecteti; and by a Resolution of the Stock Exchange, those 
bargains were declared to be void ; and that the persons who 
Iiad purchased should not be bound. The plaintiff insisted on 
the performance of the contract; and the present actioti was 
broil fjht. 

The jilaintiff proved an application to the defendant to accept 
the stock, on the (ith and 7th; and the stock was sold on the 
12lh at sixty-four, leaving a loss of five percent.; to recover 
which the action was brought. 

Garrow, for the defeiulant, objected to the plaintiff’s right to 
recover, on two grounds : First, That the plaintiff was bound to 
have been ready to have transferred the stock on the day of the 
purchase; and that he should have presented himself on the 
latest hour of the day, or on the next transfor day, of which there 
had been no evidence given: That that was necessary, in order 
to shew that the plaintiff considered the contract as a subsisting 
one, and on which he meant to rely: That it could not be allow¬ 
ed for him to play fast and loose with the contract, and to con¬ 
sider it as valid or not, as it suited his interest; as in case the 
stock had risen, the plaintiff might have retained the stock. Se¬ 
condly, He contended. That the sale of the stock ought not to 
luive been deferred till the 12th; but that under the act to which 
he referred, the stock should have been sold on the next transfor- 
day; and a delay until the 12th was an unreasonable one. 

7 


m 

1804. 


Shipley 

against 

Hammojnd. 


[ IIS ] 

The seller of 
stock is bound 
to shew cither 
an actual ten¬ 
der and refu¬ 
sal, or that he 
was at the 
place ready to 
niakethetrans- 
fer on the day 
of the pur¬ 
chase. 


[ H6 ] 


Lord 
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B0URDENAV£ 

agcunsi 

CaEGoay. 


In order to en¬ 
title a party to 
recover the 
^Iference aris¬ 
ing on a resale 
ofstock which 
the defendant 
had contract¬ 
ed to pur¬ 
chase, it is not 
necessary that 
the resale 
should take 
place on the 
next transfer- 
day. 

[ *117 ] 


Lord Ellenborough. With respect to the party waiting till 
the last moment) in a state of readiness to transfer, from the 
multiplicity of those transactions, it could not in point of conve¬ 
nience be possible; but I am of opinion, that it is sufficient for 
the plaintiff to shew a reasonable degree of promptness to trans¬ 
fer the stock in question; and it is a question for the jury. Whe¬ 
ther there was an offer to perform his part with reasonable 
promptness? That 1 think is sufficient; and as it has been given 
In evidence that the broker did apply to the defendant on the 
6th and 7th to accept the stock, the question is, Did he do so 
hond^dCf and did Mr. Bourdenavcj the plaintiffi tender himself 
with an unchanged purpose ? 1 have looked into the act of par¬ 

liament, and I do not think that the stock is required to be sold 
on the next transfer-day. I will, however, reserve this point; and 
the former. Whether the seller was not bound to have been at 
the * time and place on the last hour of the day to make a 
transfer. 

Erskine and Richardson for the plaintiff. 

Garraw and Gibbs for the defendant. 

In the next term the two reserved points came before the 
Court, when Lord Ellenborougii changed his opinion; and 
it was decided, That it was necessary to shew an actual tender 
and refusal; or that the plaintiff waited at the Bank, on the day 
it was understood the transfer was to be made, until the books 
closed. On the other point, the Court concurred in opinion 
with his Lordship. S. C. 5 East, 107. 


March 1st. WALLACE, Administrator, against Cook. 


Thebookkept 
at the Sick and 
Hurt Office, 
containing co¬ 
pies of the re¬ 
turns made by 
the officers of 
persons that 
nave died on 
board of 
King’s ships, 
is evidence of 
the deatli of 
seamen. 

[ 118 ] 


npHIS was an action of assumpsit, for money had and received, 
brought by the plaintiff as administrator of his son, who 
had been a sailor on board a King’s ship, and who died on 
board the Spanker hospital-ship. 

It was given in evidence, That ht entered on board a King’s 
ship in September, 1794; at which time he had given a power of 
attorney to receive his wages, &c. He served on board of other 
ships, the l^t of which was the Union i and died in September, 
1799. 

To prove his death, a clerk was called from the Sick anti 
Hurt Office: he produced a book from the office, in which 
the death of the plaintiff’s son was entered. 

He 
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He was asked as to the nature of the book produced, ErskinCf 
lor the defendant, having objected to it as evidence. He said, 
That it was a copy from the different returns, made by the offi¬ 
cers of the ships of persons dying on board; and that what was 
entered there, was from such a return made by the surgeon of 
the Spanker. He was asked. For what purpose the book pro¬ 
duced was kept ? and if for any public purpose ? He said. That 
returns were made from it to the Inspector of Wills. 

Lord ELiasNBORouGU said, ^That it was clearly evidence. It 
was a book of office kept by a public officer under the Ad¬ 
miralty ; and to which credit was given, by the inspectors receiv¬ 
ing it as evidence of the death of the sailors mentioned to be 
dead in the different returns. 

The defence was. That the money was paid to the person 
having the power of attorney. This payment was made in 
1800. 

Lord Eluenborough. This is no defence; the sailor having 
died in September, 1799, his death was a revocation of the power 
of attorney; and no subsequent payment was legal. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Hullock for the plaintiff. 

Erskiiie for the defendant. 


Beard agaimt Ackerman. C 119 ] 

A SSUMPSIT on a bill of exchange, drawn by Skill on the In an action fay 
defendant, in his own favour, accepted by the defendant, abl» 

and indorsed by Skill, dated the 24th of September, to the draw- 

Thc plaintiff proved the hand-writings; and there rested his 

case. may be a wit- 

The defence was, usury in the discount of the bill by Skill. to prove 

Skill was called to prove it. He was objected to by Erskine, couming the 
on the ground that the object of his testimony being to destroy hill* 
the bill, on which his name appeared: he had an interest, which 
no release could cure. 

It was answered. That the verdict here could not affect any 
claim against Skill s That he was still liable to be sued on the 
bill; and though Skill might, by his evidence on this trial, de¬ 
feat the action against Ackerman the defendant, the plaintiff 
might recover against him, as the witness might not be able to 
establish usury when the action was brought against hunselfl 
VoL. V. G Lord 


1804. 

Wallace, 

Administra¬ 

tor, 

against 
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1S04. Lord Ellenborouoh said, He was admissible, on the ground 
■ of the verdict not being evidence in any trial against the witness, 
whose name was <mi it: That the usury did not destroy the bill, 
Ackerman, so that it could never be produced again. The plaintiff might 
sue on it, and recover against the witness. 

To prove the usury, it was suggested that the bill in question 
[ 120 ] and another had been discounted together; for which a sum of 
121. had been given, which was here usurious. No notice had 
been given to produce the other bill; but the plaintiff called Mr. 
TrieJeeyt the plaintifPs attorney. He was asked. If he had a bill 
in Ids possession, drawn hy Skill in his own favour, on Ackerman, 
dated the 26th of SeptemJjer, 180S, for *l\l.? 

It was objected: That this question could not be asked, as this 
bill had come to the possession of the witness in the cliaracter of 
attorney. 

It was answered. That this circumstance was a fact founded 
on the witness’s knowledge of a certain piece of paper being in 
existence; and not a fact known by the communication of his 
client. 


An attorney is 
not bound to 
speak as to the 
particulars of 
a bill of ex¬ 
change, when 
the knowledge 
of those parti¬ 
culars is only 
derived from 
the bill being 
entrusted to 
him by his 
client. 


Lord Ellenborough. The question is put, as to the exist¬ 
ence of a bill of a particular description, as to names, timt\s and 
dates, which are contained in the question, that is not a more 
fact; but consists of circumstances which the attorney came to 
be acquainted with from the delivery of the bill to him by his 
client: That is a communication from him by his client, whicli 
he is not bound to disclose. 1 think the question cannot bo 
asked. 

Erskine, Gibbs, and Barram for the plaintiff. 

Garrovo and Hovell for the defendant. 


C 121 3 


SITTINGS AT GUILDHALL. 


March 1 st. Manley ct Ux. agaifist Peel. 

^terest^oAe A ^^^MPSIT for money due to the plaintiff’s wife before 
back of a note, marriage, upon three promissory notes and an accountable 

without^a^ receipt. Amongst the rest, the plaintiff put in a promissory note 
which cannot l^r 1701. dated the 8th of Jun?, 1801, without a stamp; so that 

therefore be it could not be received in evidence; but a memorandum was 

S iven in evi- 

ence, is evidence to go to die jury, from which they may presume, that from the payment 
of so much for interest, there was a principal sum in proportion due. 

7 indorsed, 
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indorsed, in the defendant’s hand-writing, tlius, « 8^. 105. paid 
for interest, 1802.” 

Lord Eli.enboroush observed to the jury. That though they 
could not consider the note, containing this indorsement, as read 
in evidence, for want of a stamp, yet the receipt might be read, 
as evidence for them to consider, Whether, in the year 1802, a 
principal sum of money was not thereby admitted to be due 
from the defendant to the plaintiff, yielding an interest equivalent 
to 8/. 10s. which the indorsement purported, without any refer¬ 
ence to the note itself? 

Erskine and Wood for the plaintiff. 

Garroro and JBairo'w for the defendant. 


1804. 


Manlet 
et Ux. 
gainst 
*EEL. 


oga 

Pe 


Reed against White and others. 

was an action for cordage sold, against the defendants, 
as owners of the ship Princess Mart/. 

The defendant White, was the managing owner or ship’s hus¬ 
band. The plaintiff' took White's bill for the amount, which was 
<]ishonoured; and renewed, and again dishonoured. 

For the other defendants, it was insisted. That the plaintiff 
had discharged the other owners, who, in ignorance of this mode 
of dealing between the plaintiff and White, had suffered him to 
receive large sums of the East India Company for freight, which 
they would otherwise have detained. 

Lord Ellekborough. If the plaintiff, dealing with White 
'separately, has adopted him, he has discharged the others, and 
must have a verdict against him: it was not necessary there 
should have been a I'eccipt. If he has adjusted accounts with 
him on that footing, the other defendants are entitled to the be¬ 
nefit of it. The first renewed bill is expressed to be for cordage 
found for the Princess Mary, and drawn only on White. If 
this was drawn on him, as for himself and as agent for his part¬ 
ners, it was a prolongation of time as to all. The question is. 
Whether it was intended as a settlement with him alone, and 
adopting him as the single debtor ? 

A very respectable full special jury of merchants found for the 
defendants. 

Erskine and Garrow for the plaintiff. 

Dallas and Const for the defendants. 


[ 122 ] 
Same day. 

If a person, 
who supplies 
stores to a 
ship, of which 
tlicre arc seve¬ 
ral owners, 
takes in pay¬ 
ment the bill 
of the ship’s 
husband (a 
part-owner) 
only, and set- 
tlc.s with him 
alone, he dis¬ 
charges the 
other owners, 
particularly if 
the bill be re¬ 
newed. 
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LENT ASSIZES 
AT HORSHAM, 1804. 
CORAM HEATH, JUSTICE. 


Rex against Lee and Another. 

T his was an information filed by the attorney*general 
against the defendants, who were the printers of a news¬ 
paper called the Sussex Journal, for a misdemeanor. 

The offence charged in the information was, The publishing 
of three several accounts in that newspaper, of a transaction, 
in which a smuggler had been shot by an excise officer of the 
name of Bignuld, who had been committed to Lewes Gaol to 
take his trial for murder, and who was in gaol under that charge 
when the several advertisements appeared: the information 
charged in the first count, “ That the defendants, before the 
preferring the indictment against Bignold *for the supposed 
crime, and before the trial of the said offence ; for the purpose 
of preventing the due course of law and justice, and to influ¬ 
ence, inflame, and prejudice the minds of the people against 
the said Bignold^ and to cause him to be continued in prison, and 
convicted of the said offence, published the infamous and mali¬ 
cious libel following, &c.” the libel was then set out, and was 
a paragraph in the said newspaper. The paragraph consisted 
VoL. V. li of 


1804. 


March 20lh. 

The piiblica- 
tiou in a 
new^aper of 
the deposi¬ 
tions taken 
heforc a jus¬ 
tice of the 
peace on a 
criminal 
cJiarge, be¬ 
fore the parly 
is tried, is li¬ 
bellous, and a' 
iiiisdeinean- 
or; neither 
can the prin¬ 
ter, on an in¬ 
formation 
ngaiiist him 
lor a libel, 
give them in 
c\ idence to 
shew that 
they wore tru¬ 
ly published. 

-*■[ m] 



m 


CASES AT NIST PRIUS, 


1804 . 


Rbx 

^l^a'insi 

f.n. 
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of a statement of the depositions taken before the justice of 
the peace before whom Bignold %vas charged with the offence, 
and which induced the justice to commit him to prison, and 
contained several expressions and representations prejudicial to 
the character of Bignold. 

The counsel for the prosecution'proved that the defendants 
were the proprietors and publishers of the newspaper in ques¬ 
tion ; they proved the publication of it by them, and of the 
‘ newspapers containing the paragraphs in question, which were 
then read; and there rested their case. 

Bestf Serjt. of counsel for the defendants, urged in their 
defence. That the publisher of a newspaper had a right to pub¬ 
lish a fair account of all public transactions which occurred, 
and which were matters of public notoriety, provided they 
were given fairly and impartially: that the paragraphs in 
question were an account of a matter of public notoriety, and 
that which they had published was a true report, founded on 
the depositions, as they had been taken before a justice of 
the peace: that the paragraphs in question being therefore a 
true narrative of public matter they could not be deemed to 
be libellous. 

He was then proceeding in the course of his defence ; and in 
order to prove that part of the case, he called the clerk to the 
justices before whom the depositions had been taken, 

Wlien Heath, Justice, interposed. He said that such evi¬ 
dence was inadmissible; that putting the criminality of such 
proceeding out of the question, the evidence offered was cx 
parte ; it was the deposition made by the prosecutor only. But 
he was of opinion, that the mere publication of ex parte evi¬ 
dence before a trial was of itself highly criminal. 

He rejected it, and both the defendants were found guilty. 

Shepherd^ Serjt. Garrow, and Wm. Jackson^ for the plaintiff. 

Bestf Serjt. PariingtoUf and Courlhope^ for the defendant. 
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LENT ASSIZES 
AT KINGSTON, 
CORAM HOTHAM RARON. 


Rex against Salter and Others, 

T his was an indictment for a conspiracy against the defend¬ 
ants, who were Journcynieii hatters. 

The indictment charged) that the defendants endeavoured 
to extort from one alter Kearns^ a journeyman hatter, the 
sum of a guinea; and on his refusal, that they endeavoured 
to cause and procure *hiin to be discharged from the service 
of one JFaliSy a master hatmaker, by whom he was employed 
in his trade and business of a hatter: the said guinea being 
a fine for his having broken certain rules alleged to have 
been made for the regulation of journeymen hatmakers, and 
upon his refusal to pay it, in order to prevent the said Kearns 
from being employed, that they, in order to compel Walls to 
discharge him, unlawfully absented themselves, and refused 
to work for Walls. 

Kearns was called, and proved that he, with several others, 
worked fur a Mr. Walls, who was a hat-inanufacturcr ; that on 
the 20th of November, 1802, the journeymen met at the ma- 
nulactory in a garret; that the witness was sent for, and told 
that he must pay a fine of a guinea ; that the defendants and 
several others were assembled. 

The witness was then asked if he had heard any of the per¬ 
sons who were so met together in the garret, say any thing re¬ 
specting the appointment of delegates ? 

Bayley, Serjt. objected, that their declarations were not evi¬ 
dence against the defendants on the record, whose criminality 
was only to be inferred from declarations made by themselves. 

It was answered, that this was an indictment for a conspiracy, 
charging the defendants and several others with an illegal act; 

K 2 and 


1804. 


Where there 
is evidence of 
several per¬ 
sons having- 
engaged in a 
conspiracy, 
what is said 
hy any of 
them, at ano' 
ther time and 
place,respect¬ 
ing the object 
of the con¬ 
spiracy, is 
evidence 
•against the 
others. 

♦[126J 
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and that the rule was, that wherever you lay a sufficient found¬ 
ation by evidence to go to the jury, of several persons having 
met for the purpose of a conspiracy, the declarations of any of 
the parties made at any *time or place relating to the object of 
the conspiracy, was evidence as against all. That this was first 
rulffl in u case of the King v. Bowejr ; and had been so ruled by 
J., and at the State Trials in the case of Thomas 

Hardy. 

Bayleyy Serjt. contended, that it was confined to cases where 
any acts were done by any of the conspirators, in pursuance of 
such conspiracy, in which case he admitted that such evidence 
certainly was admissible. 

Hotuam, B. said, he held himself bound by what had been 
ruled and decided before, to hold this evidence admissible; and 
the question was accordingly asked. 

The defendants were convicted. 

Garrow, Best, Serjt., and Nolan, for the prosecution. 

Bayley, Seijt. and Fielding for the defendants. 



1804 . 


[JS8.1 


CASES 

ARGUED AND RULED 

4T 


NISI PRIUS 


IN 

EASTER TERM, 44 GEORGE III. 


SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM AT 
WESTMINSTER. 


Shutt against liEWJs. 

T HIS was an action of debt, brought to recover the pe¬ 
nalty of 100/. given by statute I25th of Geo. II. c. 36. By 
the second section of which statute it is enacted, That from and 
after the first day of December^ 1752, any house, room, garden, 
or other place kept for public dancing, music, or other public 
entertainment of the like kind, in the cities of London or West- 
minslery or within twenty miles thereof, without a licence had 
for that purpose, should be deemed a disorderly house, or place, 
&c.and every person keeping such house,should forfeit *the sum 
of 100/. for keeping such house for music and dancing without 
being duly licensed by the magistrates, pursuant to the direc¬ 
tion of that statute. 

The 


Jday 15th. 

.A temporary 
use of a room 
ill a puhlic- 
house for the 
purpose of 
danring on a 
particular fes¬ 
tival or occa¬ 
sion, does not 
.subject the 
owner to the 
penalty of the 
statute 25 
Geo. II. 

»[ 129 ] 
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The plaintiff ’s witnesses proved; That in a room in the 
back part of the defendant's house, which was a public one, in 
the month of April preceding-, there was musicand dancing, and 
that they had gone in and danced there; That there were se¬ 
veral others there assembled for that purpose ; and one witness 
swore, that T^ewis, the defendant, who was the landlord of the 
house, took sixpence from him for admission ; but another wit¬ 
ness proved that the sixpence so taken was paid for the fiddler, 
as a subscription among those who w'ere assembled for the pur¬ 
pose of dancing, and not for admission. 

The defendant did not deny that dancing had taken place in 
his bouse at the time stated ; but his defence was, that the room 
had been taken by a person of the name of Velasco, who was a 
Jew; that he had taken the room for eight days, which was the 
Passover among the Jews ; that it was for the entertainment 
of his friends, who were persons of the Jewish persuasion, and 
that the room was only made use of during that period. 

It was also proved, that the room was not appropriated to 
the purpose of public entertainment in music or dancing; and 
that, in fact, at no other time had any such entertainment of 
dancing or music ever taken place. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH said, That under the act of parlia¬ 
ment, a defendant incurred the penalty for keeping a house 
for public dancing, music, or other public entertainment. 

That the mere use of a room in the house for a temporary 
purpose of dancing or music did not come within the intent or 
meaning of the statute, as the house or room should have been 
kept for that purpose: That this appeared to be a mere tempo¬ 
rary appropriation of the room to that mode of entertainment 
for eight days, during which it was hired, and which the persons 
were keeping as a festival; that it was proved that it was not 
used for any such purpose at other limes ; this, his Lordship 
added, could not be called a keeping of a house ibr public danc¬ 
ing and music ; it was not appropriated to any such purpose, 
but at all other times used as part of the public-house, and was 
not within the meaning of the act, which was levelled against 
disorderly houses. 

His Lordship directed a verdict for the defendant, which the 
Jury found. 

Garrow and Marryai fer the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Espinasse for the defendant. 


2 
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Hesreth againU Gowing. 


Motf JTlh. 


A ssumpsit for tli« boanl and lodging^, clothes, and 
other necessaries, found and provided for a female child 
of the defendant’s. 

The plaintitrproved that she had nursed and brought up the 
child, which was a natural child, but that the defendant bad 
admitted it to be his ; he having frequently visited it at the 
plaintiff’s; and that the charges wer6 fair and proper. 

The defence was, that the child was illegitimate, and though 
the child had been nursed by the plaintiff, it had afterwards 
been taken home by the defendant into his own house, where it 
was properly provided for; that, against the consent of the de¬ 
fendant, the mother of the child had taken it from the defend¬ 
ant’s house, and had sent it back to the plaintiff, where it was 
admitted ; and had been properly attended to and taken care 
of; and that no order o^filialion or rnainteiianec had c\’er been 
made. 

It however came out on the cross-examination of the de- 


Thc father of 
a bastard 
child, if he 
has adopted it 
as bis own, 
though no 
order of bas¬ 
tardy has been 
made on hint, 
is liable for 
the nursing 
and necessa¬ 
ries furnished 
for its use. 


fendant's witnesses, that though the child had l>een so taken 
away from the plaintiff, yet that after the child had been taken 
away by the mother, the defendant knew that the infant had 
been sent back to tito plaintitf, and placed under her care; and 
that he had taken no steps whatever to get her haek, but 
suffered her to remain with, and he provided with every thing 
by the plaintiff. 

Tt was contended, on the part of the plaintiff, That the [ 132 J 
suffering the child to remain with the plaintitf was an acquies¬ 
cence, on the part of the defendant, to the child’s continuance 
with her, and that he was therefore bound to pay for it. 

It was contended for the defendant, that the child being ille¬ 
gitimate, and /i/ia nuUius^ and no order of bastardy having been 
made, the defendant could not be charged hut on an express 
contract; that therefore he was liable to pay for the nursing, 

&c. before the child was first taken away; that after it had 
been so taken from the home of the defendant against his con¬ 
sent, that he could not be charged by a supposed contract, to 
which he had not agreed. 


Ikord 
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JSO^. L<ord Ellenborough said, that there was nothing in the 

- objection of the child being filia nulliusy and no order of bas- 

tai’dy made; that the father was certainly liable to the payment 
Cowing, of the demand for the nursing and board of his child, though 
• illegitimate, if he adopted it as his own, and acquiesced in its 
being so disposed of in any particular way; but that having so 
taken the child with its mother’s acquiescence, he had a right 
to keep it in his own care, and provide necessaries for it such 
as he thought fit; and if the mother took the child away with¬ 
out his consent, and put it to a person to nurse, that person 
could not charge the father: he could be charged only on his 
contract. It was, however, in evidence, that the child was put 
to nurse to the plaintiff, with whom the defendant knew she 
had been before, and where he had visited; it was also very 
[ 1S3 ] plain, that when last taken away, the defendant knew where 
the child was, and that he took no steps to take it back; his 
acquiescence in the child’s continuance there was an acquies¬ 
cence in his former liability. But he left it to the jury, as to 
the defendant’s acquiescence in her being so taken care of. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Willey for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant. 


Mayzoilx. Stjles against Rawlins and Another. 


If the decla¬ 
ration in an 
action for a 
false return 
on a fi.fa. in 
setting out 
the writ, 
states the in- 
do'rsemcnt to 
levy the sum, 
together with 
the shcrifl's* 
poundage, 
officers’ fees, 
and other 
legal charges 
and incidental 


T his was an action against the defendants as sheriff of 
Middlesex^ for a false return. 

Plea of Not Guilty. 

The declaration stated, That a writ of/?. fa. had issued, 
which was indorsed to levy 600/. together with the sheriffs’ 
poundage, officers* fees, and other legal charges and incidental 
expenses attending the levy. 

The office copy of the writ was produced, and given in evi¬ 
dence : but it was indorsed to levy 6001. together with the 
sheriffs’ poundage, officers’ fees, et cetera.^* 

It was.objected that this was a variance, the words in the de¬ 
claration, other legal charges and expenses attending the 


expenses at¬ 
tending the same, and the writ when produced is to levy the sura, together with the she 
riffs’ poundage, officers’ fees, &c. it is a variance. 


levy,” 
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levy,” not being found in the indorsement on the writ, in which 
were the words ei cetera only. 

*lt was answered, that the words et cetera comprehended 
what were the legal and incidental charges, and that the plaintiff 
might therefore set out at length, what was the legal import of 
the words in the shape in which they stood in the indorsement. 

Lord Ellenboroucu said, That he was of opinion, that 
the production of the writ did not support the declaration, and 
nonsuited the plaintiff on the ground of the variance, with 
leave to move to set it aside. 

Erskine and Wood for the plaintiff. 

Garrow and Gibbs for the defendant. 


1804. 

Stilcs 

agamut 

Rawlins. 

*l 134 ] 


Peto against Hague. 

D ebt on statute to recover the penalty for selling coals, 
short of measure, the coals having been sold as Pool 
measure. 

The plaintiff called the coal>meter to prove the transaction, 
and the fraud practised in the sale of the coals. The defendant 
was a coal-merchant: but his business was conducted by one 
Peelj/, who was his nephew. The witness, in giving his evi¬ 
dence, was proceeding to state a conversation between him and 
Petty i which was, that while the coals were at the wharf, he 
asked Petty^ whether the *coals then lying in the Punt were to 
be sold by wharf or Pool measure ? 

Garrow of counsel for the defendant, objected, that what 
was said by Petty was not admissible evidence to affect the 
defendant. That Petty should himself be called; for, taking 
him to be even the agent of the defendant, bis declaration 
could not be evidence, although his acts might be so. 

Lord Ellenborougii ruled that it was evidence; he said, 
that Petty appeared to be the manager and conductor of the 
defendant’s business: what he might have said respecting a 
former sale made by the defendant, or on another occasion, 
would not be evidence to affect his master; but what he said 
respecting a sale of coals, then about to take place, and re¬ 
specting the disposition of the coals then lying at the wharf, 
which were the object of sale, was in the course of witness’s 

employment 


What is said 
by an agent 
respecting a 
contract or 
other matter 
in the course 
of his em¬ 
ployment, 
which con¬ 
tract or 
matter is the 
foundation of 
the action, is 

f ood evi- 
ence to 
affect the 
principal; 
aliter, what is 
said by him 
on another 
occasion. 


*[ 135 3 



J35 


CASES AT NISI PRIUS, 


1804 . 

Pero 

against 
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employment for the defendant, and wbh evidence to affect his 
master. He accordingly admitted it. 

Verdict for the plaintiff for one penally. 

Erskine and Marrt/ai for the plaintifl'. 

Garrow for the defendant. 


[136] 

JdayZbih. Plunkett against Cobbett. 

In rase for a was an action on the case, for a libel reflf’cting on 

I'^hei*”*** JL. the public conduct and character of the plaintiff, who was 
weeklypaper, Solicitor General of Itrland. The libel was contained in a 
after proof, publication by the defendant, in a paper, called Cobhett's Poli- 
thepaper^t* Register, published weekly by the defendant, 
the defend- Plea of Not Guilty. 

wbich^thc* prove the publication of the libel, the plaintiff’s counsel 

libel was eon- called a witness, who proved, that he had purchased the pa|)er, 

teined; evi- cjijjej CobhetCs Political Register, and which contained the 

similar papers libel in question, at the office kept by the defendant for the sate 

thed*T*d** paper, in Pall Mall^ soon after the publication of it, that 

ant’s shop at being the place where those papers were sold. Having proved 

other times is the fact, he was further asked. Whether he had since that time 

evidence *to purchased any other paper of the same title, at the same office ? 

shew that the lie answered, that he had purchased one of the same title and 

^ufarl'*^*iib^ description, two days before, at the same office. 

Hshed.^a^td This evidence was objected to by the defendant’s counsel. 

that the li- That this being a question of damages, the purchase of another 

lication was paper, at another time, could not be received in evidence in this 

deliberately action, 
made. 


Lord Ellen BoiiouGii said, He would admit it to shew, 
that the papers which purported to be weekly publications of 
[ 137 ] public transactions, were sold deliberately, and vended in the 
regular course of public circulation. Tliat the paper con¬ 
taining the libel was not published by mistake, but vended 
publicly, deliberately, and in regular transmission for public 
perusal; but that he should direct the jury not to take it into 
consideration in damages. 

The speaker. The libel having reflected on the plaintiff’s public character 
or a ineniber and conduct in Parliament, in Ireland, before the Union; 
ment,'^may he ^*'* hosier, who had been Speaker of the House of Commons 
railed upon at 
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at the time of the Union, was called as a witness, lie was 
asked, Whether, during that period, and while he was Speaker 
of the Irish House of Commons, he had heard the plaintiff de* 
liver his sentiments in parliament on matters of a public nature? 
Mr. Jbf/er objected to answer any question of that description; 
the object of it being to disclose what bad passed in parliament. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH said. That Mr. Foster was warranted 
in refusing to disclose what had taken place in a debate in the 
House of Commons. He might disclose what passed there, 
and if he thought tit to do so, he should take it as evidence; 
blit as to the fact of Mr. Plunkett having spoken in parlianmnt, 
or taken any part in the debate, he was bound to answer; that 
was a fact, containing no improper disclosure of any matter 
then under discussion in parliament; but he was not bound to 
relate any thing there spoken by Mr. Plunkett, which had 
been delivered by him, as a member of parliament. 

■*In the course of his address to tlic Jury, Adam, of counsel 
for the defendant, observing, on part of the libellous matter, 
stated by the defendant of the plaintiff in the libellous publi¬ 
cation ; urged it in his defence, that if the matter imputed to 
the defendant as libellous, had been published before on other 
occasions, and in other works, that that would operate in miti¬ 
gation of damages. He then produced a book, from which he 
began to read a paragraph of a similar tendency with the libel 
in question ; when he was interrupted by Garrow, of counsel 
for the plaintiff, who objected to his reading it, unless he meant 
to give it in evidence. 

Lord Ellenborougu said. That if what Mr. Adam was 
about to read, was a speculative opinion in a book, bearing 
upon the question under discussion, he had a right to read it 
as part of his address to the jury : but if be r?ad the extract as 
stating a thing having real existence; and to prove that such a 
lact had taken place, produced the publication, it could not be 
read for any purpose, unless it was afterwards given in evi¬ 
dence. 


Pijuhicett 

against 

COBBETT. 

lo give evi¬ 
dence of the 
fact of a 
member of 

I iarlianiout 
lav ing taken 
part, or 
spoken on a 
prlicular 
debate; but 
he cannot be 
asked as to 
what he then 
delivered in 
the coarse of 
the debate. 

A sp^ulative 
opinion in a 
book of the 
wme tend¬ 
ency as Uie 
libel, may be 
read as part 
of the coun¬ 
sel's ^eech; 
but it the ex¬ 
tract is the re¬ 
presentation 
of a fact, it 
cannot be 
read, unless 
Ihe counsel 
callswilnesses 
lo prove it, 
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Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Erskine, Garrow, and Nolan, for the plaintiff. 
Adam and Richardson for the defendant. 


IN 
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IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 
AT GUILDHALL. 


Hammond et a!. Assignees of Gadsden^ a Bankrupt 

against Hinc&s. 


Evidence of a 
trader having 
left his house 
to avoid his 
creditors is a 
sufficient act 
of bankrupt¬ 
cy, though no 
creditor cal¬ 
led in his ab¬ 
sence. 


[HO] 


/ 


T his was an action of trover, brought by the plaintiffs, as 
assignees of Gadsden a bankrupt, to recover the value of 
a quantity of bacon claimed to have been the property of the 
bankrupt, who dealt in that commodity before his bankruptcy. 

The defendant was what is termed a drier of bacon. The 
bacon had been sold to the bankrupt Gadsden a short time be¬ 
fore his bankruptcy, by the house of Pinnel and Co. and had been 
sent by them by the bankrupts orders to the defendant, to be 
dried. Pinnel and Co. having indemnified the defendant, this 
action was brought to recover the value, they having stopped it 
in transitUf and countermanded the delivery. 

To prove the act of bankruptcy, the plaintiff called the son 
of the bankrupt, who had lived with and conducted his father’s 
business. He stated, that on the 15th day of March his father 
had left his house. He was asked, what were his father’s rea¬ 
sons for his doing so ? He said it was to avoid his creditors, and 
that his father had told him so before he left his house. 

He was asked%n his cross-examination, whether during the 
time that his father was so absent from his house any cre¬ 
ditors had called for money ? He said he could not say whether 
there were any persons of that description had called or not. 

Best, Serj. objected, that the act of bankruptcy was not proved. 
That in order to make his leaving his house an act of bank¬ 
ruptcy, it was necessary to prove, that some person had called 
who was a creditor and who was thereby delayed. He insisted 
that this was necessary, and that such evidence was uniformly 
required. 

It was answered by the plaintiff’s counsel, that the clauses in 
the statute as to the act of bankruptcy, were distinct, and that 

beginning 
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beginning to keep house and departing from his dwelling-house 1804. 
were different and distinct acts of bankruptcy. That under 
the former clause, the denial to a creditor who called for money aeaitui 
was necessary, because the beginning to keep house, must be Hincks. 
to delay his creditors, but that it was not necessary in the lat¬ 
ter case, where a mere departing from his house was sufficient 
to satisfy the statute. 

Mansfield, C. J. It has been proved that the bankrupt 
left his house to avoid his creditors ; no evidence has been of¬ 
fered that any creditor has been actually delayed. It is ob¬ 
jected that unless evidence is offered of an actual delay it is no 
act of bankruptcy, for that that circumstance is necessary to 
constitute an act of bankruptcy, and it is said that Lord Ken¬ 
yon decided in favour of the objection. 1 remember a case 
before me at Chester in which a similar objection was taken, 
and the authority of that case before Lord Kenyon cited. It [ 141 J 
struck me as a new doctrine. 1 thought, that if a man left his 
house in order to avoid his creditors, so that they might be 
thereby delayed, it was a sufficient act of bankruptcy, and I 
am of that opinion still. I think that case was afterwards 
moved, but the Court refused a new trial. I am of opinion 
that the plaintiffs have established a sufficient act of bankruptcy. 

Plaintiff obtained a verdict. 

Shepherd, Barley, Serjts., and Espinasse, for the plaintiff. 

Best and Praed, Serjts., for the defendant. 

The case was afterwards moved and a rule granted, but it 
was afterwards discharged. 

Vide Hammond v. Anderson. Bosanqnet and Pullen^s New 
Reports, 69. 

Vide Cook*% Bankrupt Laws, in which th^ are distinguished 
as distinct acts of bankruptcy. 
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AVilde against Griffin. 


A note ^ven 
to the officers 
of a parish, to 
indemnify 
them against 
the expenses 
of a bastard 
child, is to be 
taken as an in¬ 
demnity only 
as far as the 
parish have 
been put to 
expense, 
though not so 
expressed in 
the note. The 
maker may 
set up the de¬ 
fence that 
they were not 
damnihed. 


rVlHIS was an action of assumpsit brought by tlie plaintiff' 

I as tlie payee of a promissory note for the sum of I3f. 
made by the defendant. 

The plaintiff had been one of tite overseers of the poor 
of the parish of St. James's C/erkenwetlj and the action 
was brought by him in that character, to recover the amount 
of this note which had been given under the following cir> 
curostances. 

In February 1804, the defendant had been charged as the 
putative father of a bastard child wliich was chargeable to 
that parish. Me was afterwards apprehended, and had en¬ 
tered into a treaty with the parish officers, one of whom was 
the plaintiff, and they agreed to take 27/. to indemnify the 
parish. He paid 14/. down, and then gave the note in question 
for the remainder. 

The 
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The child lived about a month, and the parish paid the ex¬ 
penses of the mother lyiii{?-in, and the other expenses while 
the child lived, and for its funeral. The defence was, that the 
note having' been given to indemnify the parish, could not be 
carried further than as an indemnity; and that if the parish 
were indemnified, it was all that they had a right to expect. 

The defendant then gave in evidence, that the only expenses 
incurred, were those of the lying-in of the mother; the main¬ 
tenance of the child while it lived, and the expenses of bury¬ 
ing it. That these expenses did not amount to more than lOf. 
and the parish had already received 14/., which more than 
covered them. So tliat there wa"; no pretence for demanding 
the note as an indemnity to the parish. 

The plaintiff relied on the note as being an absolute one, a 
voluntary engagement to the parish, to the full extent of the 
note, and that as in case the child had lived, they might have 
been subjected to the maintenance of it for a great length of 
time, so that the expenses of keeping the child would have ex¬ 
ceeded the amount of the note, it was therefore a fair contract 
of which the parish had a right to avail themselves, and which 
ought to give the plaintiff a right to recover for their benefit. 

Lord Ellenrorough, after expressing his disapprobation 
of the practice of taking notes or such securities from persons 
charged as the putative fathers of bastard children, as tending 
to make parish oflicers negligent of the lives of such children : 
in his summing up, told the jury, they were to take into their 
consideration, how far the parish were damnified; that the 
note was to be taken only as an indemnity to the parish, notasa 
note payable at all events. To hold it so, would be to give the 
parish officers an interest in the death of that child it was 
their public duty to preserve, which could not be tolerated ; 14/. 
had been paid, and if they thought that the 14/. paid covered the 
whole of the expenses which the parish had been put to, there 
was no consideration for the note, and the jury should find for 
the defendant: but they were to take into their consideration, 
all the expenses incurred, and give the parish the full allow¬ 
ance for them. 

Verdict for the defendant. 

GarrowdinA Espinasse for the plaintiff*. 

Gibbs for the defendant. 


US 

1804. 

WiLDK 

ttffainat 

GitiFriw. 
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Vide Coke v. Goiver, 6 East Rep. 110. 
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SITTING-DAY AFTER TERM. 


Burt^ Administmtorj agaimt Palmer. 


Where an 
agenthaKbecn 
employed to 
paymoncy for 
work done, 
and the work¬ 
men are refer¬ 
red to him for 
payment, and 
tie assents to 


A ssumpsit for work and labour by the intestate in his 
lifetime. 

First, Plea of non-assumpsit. 

Secondly, non-assumpsit infra sex annos: Replication to the 
second plea, that defendant did undertake within six years. 

The action was brought to recover the amount of a carpen- 
ter*s bill, for work done at the house of the defendant Mrs. 


it,anacknow- Pa/mcr, in the year 1792. 

jn-o^s "to**^ prove the plaintiff's case, he called a witness whose father 

pay by him, had been a surveyor employed by the defendant to measure 
yrars taket^ Work. He proved that a Mr. AUen^nn attorney, had acted 
case out of in the concerns of the defendant, in giving directions respeef- 
o^i^^ions. work and in paying the bills; stpd that at one time when 

the defendant was applied to for money, she said to the intestate, 
in Allens presence, “ you must apply to Jack Allen^ and he 
will pay yonto which Allen made no reply, but seemed to 


assent. 


The work having been done in the year 1792, to take the 
case out of the statute of limitation^, the plaintiff relied upon 
£ 146 3 an admission of the debt, made by Allen about the year 1802, 
when applied to on the subject. 

It was objected by Erskine^oi counsel for the defendant,that 
this was not evidence to support a new promise within the six 
years; that for that purpose there should either be the admis¬ 
sion of the party herself, or that Allen the agent upon whose 
promise the plaintiff relied, should be called: for though the 
acts of an agent, where his agency is once established, are ad- 

1 missible 
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missible evidence; that what an agent had said was not evi*^ 
dence, as he might himself he called. 

It was on the other hand contended, that Allen's admission 
was evidence, that though the rule of evidence might be in 
general as stated by the defendant's counsel, here the promise 
was made respecting the payment of money which Mr. Allen 
had taken upon himself; for that he had in fact adopted the 
debt by the defendant’s direction, and that she should therefore 
be bound by his admis.vion. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH said, that he was of opinion, that in 
this case it was evidence, the agency of Allen having been 
clearly made out and established. That it hud been solemnly 
decided by the twelve Judges, at Hastings’s trial, that w'here a 
person is referred to, to settle and adjust any account or busi¬ 
ness, what he says, if it is connected with the business which is 
referred to him, is evidence. That that was the case here, and 
that Allen's admission of the debt was binding on the defendant. 

The plaintiff had a verdict. 

Garrow and Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Marryal for the defendant. 


1804. 

Burt 

agaiu.it 

Palmeii. 
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AT WESTMINSTER HALL. 

SITTINGS AFTER TERM. 


Clark against Wisdom. 

T his was an action on the case for slanderous words. 

The declaration stated, that the plaintiff carried on the 
trade and business of a Builder^ by which trade he gained 
divers great gains and profits, &c. and then laid the slander to 
be, that the defendant said of the plaintifi^ He is finished, he 
is a bankrupt.” 

Plea, Not Guilty. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH, upon the case being opened by the 
plaintiff’s counsel, referred to the record, and expressed some 
doubt as to the action being maintainable. He said, that the 
description of the plaintiff’s business laid in the declaration, 
VoL. V. L that 


June 23. 

A builderwho 
buys timber, 
which he 
works into 
the houses 
which he 
builds, and 
sells when 
built, is not 
an object of 
the baakru[>t 
laws. 
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Uiat of a “ Builder,” did not seem to be such as corresponded 
with the description of a trade, which it was necessary for the 
plaintiff to follow, to entitle him to support an action for words 
respecting it, as the term was equivocal, and of itself did not 
convey the idea of buying or selling, fie, however, permitted 
the plaintiff to go into evidence of the nature of his bu.sincss, as 
a builder, and to shew that it came under the description of a 
trade. 

The plaintiff's counsel stated him to be a carpenter, pur¬ 
chasing timber from the timber merchant, and working it up 
for sale. 

It was contended for the defendant, that the act of buying 
timber which was not manufactured, and but merely worked 
into the houses which the person hud built, was not a descrip¬ 
tion of trading within the bankrupt laws. That a selling of an 
interest in real property would not make a man a bankrupt, 
which this was, the houses being the object of sale. That the 
action was only maintainable by a trader of the description of 
those who sold the articles bought, either in the raw or a ma¬ 
nufactured state. 

The witness called for the plaintiff said, that the plaintiff 
was a carpenter, that he bought timber, but which ho worked 
up into the houses which he built, and then disposed of the 
houses when he could. That he did not sell any of the timber 
in a manufactured state to any person, or otherwise than as 
worked up in the houses. 

Upon this evidence Lord borough said the plaintiff 

must be called. To make the wdl^ actionable, they must be 
spoken of a person who was an object of the bankrupt laws. 
The evidence in this case was not a buying and selling pf such 
articles as made the plaintiff a trader, or brought him within 
the scope of the bankrupt laws: it was selling an interest 
connected with the land, not a sale of mere personal chattels. 
He bought the timber only as an accessary, or necessary to the 
sale of the houses which he erected. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Erskine and Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant. 
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Right cx dem. Fisher, Hyrons, and Nash, 
against Cuthell. 

T his was an cjectmenl brought to recover the possession 
of certain premises, in the parish of St. PauVsy Stiadwell. 
The ejectment was brought by the lessors of the plaintiff', as 
the trustees under the will of one George Adams, deceased. 

Adams, in liis lifetime, on the 20th of October, 1789, had de¬ 
mised the premises in question to the defendant’s husband, (who 
was since dead, and to whom she administered), for 21 years 
from Michaelmas, 1789, with a proviso, that the lease might be 
determined by the lessor or lessee, at the end of the first seven 
or fourteen years, giving six months’ previous notice in writing. 

Adams died, and left his estate in trust to the three trustees, 
the lessors of the plaintiff. 

In March, 180j, a notice in writing was given, signed by 
Fisher and JVash, stating it to be on behalf of themselves and 
Jit/rons, reciting the lease, and giving thorei)y tlie defendant no¬ 
tice to quit at Mich. 180J, upon which the ejectment was brought. 

The notice stated the will of Adams, appointing the lessors 
of plaintiff his executors, and that probate had been duly 
granted to Fisher, Flj/rons, and Nash, and that they were then 
executors of the said last will, and in which character the notice 
was given. The Icssors-of the plaintiff then, in order to account 
for the notice being given by two only, on behalf of themselves 
and the third, proved that at the time when the notice to quit was 
given, Iljjrons, one of the trustees, was out of the kingdom. 

The plaintiff’s case being closed, Gibbs for the defendant 
objected, that the plaintiff should be nonsuited on two grounds; 
first, that by the will of the testator it appeared that he had 
been seised in fee, so that his executors as such had nothing to 
do with this estate ; whereas the persons giving this notice 
had described theinselves as executors, and given the notice in 
that character, which should be as trustees. 

Lord Ei.LKMioRouGir said, lie was disposed to think, that 
as the persons who gave the notice, and who were the lessors 
of the plaintiff, were also trustees, and had t!ie estate in them, 
though they might have misdescribed their character in the no¬ 
tice*, that it yet woidd be sufficienf, but that he thought there was 
another objection in the rase to the plaintilf's right to recover. 

Li 2 Gibbs 


1804. 


Where there 
arcthreejoint 
trustees of ati 
estate, notice 
to quit or dis¬ 
continue the 
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given by two, 
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Begimentals 
furnished to 
an infant who 
wasaiucinber 
of a volun- 
leer corps, 
are iiccessa* 
ri«s. 


Cihbs then BaiJ, there tvas a clear objection in the notice, 
which was by two of the three trustees only, which should have 
been by them all. 

*The plaintiff’s counsel contended, that as Ilyrons^ the third 
trustee, was a lessor of the plaintiff on the record, though he 
had not actually signed the notice to determine the tenancy, he 
had adopted the act done in his absence by the other trustees 
by becoming so, and made it good; but that, at all events, 
there was a count in the declaration on the demise of the other 
two trustees on which the plaintiff might recover 

It was answered by the defendant’s counsel, that the trustees 
were joint tenants, and the estate was in them all, as they all 
together represented the testator: that the lease could not be 
put an end by two, it must be by the joint act of all, in whom 
the estate was; and that they should all join in a demise in 
ejectment, and could not sever in their demises. 

Lord Er.r.F.NuoiiouGii said, the objection must prevail; as 
the three trustees were joint tenants, and had the whole es¬ 
tate in them, of course, as they had not joined in the notice 
to quit, the notice was insufHcicnt; that it was not cured by the 
demise of the two, for they had not the whole estate in them, 
and the plaintiffs were therefore not entitled to recover. 

Ershine and jSJtmyut for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Espinasse for the defendant. 

This case W'as afterwards moved, but the donrt confirmed 
the opinion of the Lord (-hief J ustice., Vide 5 East. 491. S, C. 


CoATKs against VV'^ilson. 

A ssumpsit for goods sold and delivered. 

Plea of the general issue. 

The plaintiff was a tailor, and the action was brought to re¬ 
cover the value of a suit of regimentals for a volunteer corps, 
furnished to the defendant, of which he was a member. The 
defence was infancy. 

Lord EllenB onouGH said, that in those perilous times, 
when young men had enrolled themselves in different corps, for 
the defence of the country, he should hold that clothes so fur¬ 
nished were necessaries. 


Verdict 
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Verdict for the plaintifl. 

CnvYOW and plaiiititf. 

Erskine for the defendant. 


IS04. 

f OATES 
against 
WiMOS. 


Doe ex deni. Buitoss and Others, against Lucas C 153 ] 

and Others. 

T his was an action of ejectment, to recover the possession 

of certain premises in the parish of St. George in the East, leaving of a 

The plaintiffs claimed as tenants in common, as the represent- 

atives of the deceased. house, nith- 

The lands had been demised to a Mr. Anthony Lucas. 

There were several defendants on the record ; some of whom being deli- 

were the representatives of that Anthony Lucas. He had left veredtoaser- 

. vant, and ex- 

his widow his executrix. plained, or 

The plaintiff proved the payment of rent by Lucas, and the that it camc^ 

notice to quit was given by leaving it at the house, which had bands is not 

been the residence of Anthony Lucas in his life-time, but there sufficient to 

was no evidence of its ever having come to the widow’s hands, gjggt^gnt^ 

This evidence was objected to : It was contended, that this 

was not a legal notice to quit. That service at the house 

where the tenant 1 ved was in no case sufficient. There should 

be a delivery to the tenant, his wife, or to a servant; and, in 

the latter case, evidence at least that it came into the tenant’s 

hands; analogous to the regular service of a declaration in 

ejectment.. 

It was answered. That mere service at the house was suffi¬ 
cient, and that it was so decided in a case of Jones ex dem. [ 154 j 
GriJ/fths V. Marsh, 4th ’Perm Reports, 464, that such service 
of the notice was sufficient. 

Lord Ellemioiiougu, having referred to the case cited, 
said. That that case was diflerent from this; in that case, the 
notice was delivered at the tenajit’s divelliiig-house, and ex¬ 
plained to the servant. The objection was then taken, that the 
servant was not called, who might have accounted for the 
notice, and stated whether it bad been delivered or not; and 
that not being culled, it was strong presumptive evidence, that 
her master had received the notice, t;iul should be Icll to the 
- JiUN : 
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Jury: but here there was no such evidence offered. The 
tena^it mi^ht be turned out of possession by a trick. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Gibbs and I^axses for the plaintiff. 

GarrozOj Clayton^ Serjt. Espinassey and Carr, for the de¬ 
fendant. 


Rex against Lafone, IIopburn, Davis, B^lliter, 

and Another. 

T his was an indictment ajrainst the defendants for ob¬ 
structing one Jonathan Rogers and others, who were 
searchers of leather, appointed under an Act of Parliament for 
the city of Eondon^ in the execution of their duty. Gavisy 
and the other defendants, suffered judgment by default. Jjufonc 
pleaded not guilty. 

*The prosecutor proved the obstruction by the defendants, 
(who had suffered judgment by default) and which had been 
done with considerable violence. It appeared that fjofone had 
principally instigated the other defendants to resist the officers : 
and it was further stated and said, that it was the incitement of 
Lafone which operated much to induce them to proceed to that 
degree of violence. 

Ershincy of counsel for Lafone the defendant, who had 
pleaded, stated to Lord Ellenborough, that he proposed to 
call the defendants who had suffered judgment to go by default^ 
to give evidence upon the part of the defendant Lafime. 

Upon Lord Ellen borough expressing, some doubt as to 
the legality of admitting him, Erskine contended that there 
could be no legal objection to a witness, sufficient to deprive a 
party of the benefit of his testimony, but crime, or positive in¬ 
terest in the evidence he was to give: that here was no interest 
in the defendants, against whom there was judgment by default; 
so much otherwise, that the'evidence which he proposed to call 
on them to give, would liave a contrary effect, and go against 
their own interest; for as it was said that Lafone had been the 
instigator and promoter of the violence, their evidence, by di- 
iiiiniKliing his fault, increased their own : that as the extent of 
the violence and opposition to the oiiicer had been proved, the 

» olfeiice 
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offence of eacli defendant on tlie record was a distinct offence, 
and their punishment no ways connected. 

Lord Ellexborough. In the case of a joint indictment, 
against several for a joint offence, I have never known this 
evidence offered, and I think it cannot be admitted. To al¬ 
low this evidence, would go to every criminal case, for if two 
were indicted, one, by suffering judgment by default, might 
protect the other. There is a community of guilt: they are 
all engaged in an unlawful proceeding: the offence is the of¬ 
fence of all, not the act of the individual only. 

The defendant Lajbm was found guilty. 

Gibbs, the Common Serjt., Knowles, and Dumpier^ for the 
prosecution. 

Erskine for the defendant. 


1804. 

Rex 

against 

Lafonc. 

[156] 


Langdon against Hulls. 

A ssumpsit on a bill of exchange, drawn by the defend¬ 
ant in his own favour, on one Pugh, for 50/. two months 
after date accepted by Pugh, and indorsed by the defendant to 
the plaintilT. 

The plaintitr having proved the acceptance, and the hand¬ 
writing of the defendant to the indorsement; then proved, that 
the bill when due was presented for payment Bt Pugh's house, 
and that it was not then paid. 

To prove the notice to the defendant, as the drawer, of the 
non-payment by the acceptor ; the plaintiff' proved by the no¬ 
tary’s clerk, who* presented tlie bill, that he had left word at the 
defendant’s house that the bill had not been paid ; the plaintiff' 
also proved that his attorney, by Ids directions, had written a 
letter to the defendant, informing him of the non-payment of 
the bill by Pugh. It becoming necessary to prove this notice 
so given by the plaintiff ’s atterney, by letter to the defendant, 
the attorney was called. No notice had been given to produce 
this letter, but he having stated, that he had written such a let¬ 
ter, was proceeding to state the notice of the non-payment, ns 
mentioned in the letter, ot which letter he had a copy; when 

it 


Ju/y 6. 

Where notice 
of the disho¬ 
nour of a bill 
has been giv¬ 
en by letter, 
a copy of the 
letter cannot 
be given in 
evidence, as 
proof of no¬ 
tice ofthcbiil 
having been 
dishonoured, 
unless notice 
has been giv¬ 
en to produce 
it. 

*[157] 
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1801. 

Lanodon 
against 
11 V LLS. 


[158] 


it was objected that evidence of the contents of the letter 
could not bo given, as no notice had been given to produce it. 

It was answered, that the letter was itself a notice, and that 
it had been decided, that notice to produce a notice was not 
necessary, and the case of Jor^ v. Orchard^ 2 Bos, and Pull, 
o9. was cited as in point. 

It was contenxied by the defendant, that notice of the non¬ 
payment of the bill had not been given in due time ; and that 
the letter had not been written until several days after the 
time for regular notice had expired; and it therefore became 
important to ascertain the exact time when it was written. 

Lord Elltnoorougu said, that notice of the dishonour of 
a bill of exchange by letter was certainly good evidence, and 
had been so decided; but that there were other circumstances, 
besides the mere fact of notice, which were necessary to give ef¬ 
fect to it, so as to entitle the plaintiff to recover. These were 
the date, and the time when it was sent, which were material, 
for notice of the dishonour was not sufficient, unless given in 
the time required in the case of bills of exchange. To as* 
certain the date, the post-mark might be material: be was 
therefore of opinion, that the plaintiff could not give evidence 
of the contents of the letter, not having given notice to pro¬ 
duce it, and that upon that evidence the plaintiff could not re¬ 
cover. 

The plaintiff then proved a subsequent admis.Nion by the de¬ 
fendant, that he had had notice, and had a verdict. 

Garrow and Espinusse for the plaintiff. 

Erskine for the defendant. 


June fl. 


Hovill, Assig'nee of a Bankrupt, 

against Lethw/ ite. 


If abankrupt, A SSUMPSIT for money had and received. 

Sis baakrii* t non-assumpsit. 

cy, hasgivL The action was brought to recover a large sum of money, 

a power of at- which the defendant had received under a power of attorney, 
toraey to ano¬ 
ther, to receive suras of money due to him, in consideration of engagements entered into 
by such person on account of the bankrupt, money recei>ed under such power, after the 
bankruptcy, may be recovered by the assignees. 


2 


executed 
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executed by the bankrupt, prior to his bankruptcy, but which 
money had been actually received since the bankruptcy. 

The defence was, that the defendant having before *the bank- 
ruptcy, and while the bankrupt appeared to be solvent, entered 
into several engagements by indorsing and accepting bills of ex¬ 
change, on account of the bankrupt, and for his use and accom¬ 
modation ; the bankrupt, before his bankruptcy, and as it ap¬ 
peared in evidence, in fact, before the date of the act of bank¬ 
ruptcy proved at the trial, had executed the power of attorney 
in question, impowering the defendant to receive money due to 
him (the bankrupt), and to apply it, in order to secure himself^ 
by holding such money as he should receive under this power 
of attorney, to answer to the extent of his engagements. 

It was then proved, that under such authority, he had re¬ 
ceived money belonging to the bankrupt, after the act of bank¬ 
ruptcy committed. 

This money, the assignees contended, they were clearly in- 
titled to recover, as being money had and received since the 
bankruptcy. 

Garrow, for the defendant, stated that his client meant to 
rely, that the transaction having taken place when the bank¬ 
rupt was solvent, and done without any fraud, he had a right 
to appropriate particular sums to secure real advances made to 
him, and to give a claim or lien on those particular sums, by 
authorizing the person who had made these advances, by power 
of attorney, to recover them. He therefore contended, that 
thepower of attorney being given to the defendant, on account of 
money to be advanced on these bills of exchange, on which he 
had put his name, and thereby subjected himself to the pay¬ 
ment of them ; he thereby acquired a lien or right to hold the 
money he had so received, as having been appropriated by the 
bankrupt, while he had a power so to apply it. 

Lord Er^LUNiioiiouGH ruled it to be no defence, and directed 
a verdict for the plaintilf. 

Erskine and-for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant. 


1804. 

. Hovil.!. 

against 

Lethwaitb. 

♦i; 159 ] 
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In an action 
against the 
marshal for 
an escape, in 
which plain¬ 
tiff declares 
that the per¬ 
son suffered 
to escape was 
indebted to 
him for goods 
sold anu de¬ 
livered, and 
that he sued 
out the pro¬ 
cess on which 
the party was 
arrested on 
that account; 
the averment 
in the decla¬ 
ration is not 
supported by 
shewing that 
the goods 
were sold on 
a credit which 
had not 
lapsed when 
the action was 
commenced. 

♦[ 161 ] 


White against Jones^ EIsq. Marshal of the 
King’s Bench. 

T his was an action on the case against the defendant for an 
escape. 

Plea of not guilty, and a justification, which is hereafter 
stated. 

The declaration stated in tlic usual form, that one Mendall 
and Oppenheim, being indebted to the plaintiflT, for goods sold 
and delivered ; he had arrested Mendall^ and that he being in 
the custody of the defendant, who was Marshal of the King’s 
Bench prison : the defendant had suffered him to escape, by 
which the plaintiff was prevented, &;c. 

The plaintiff proved, that he was a warehouseman, and had 
sold the goods in question to Mendall and Oppenheim, to the 
amount of S80/. and that he had arrested Mendallj who was 
committed to the custody of the Marshal, tvho had sufiered him 
to go at large; but it appeared that he had suffered *him to go 
at large in consequence of being served with a rule for the al¬ 
lowance of bail; but this rule was entitled in a cause of White 
V. Mendall only, and not of White v. Mendall and Oppenheim, 
which was the real cause in Court. 

The defendant having pleaded a justification, that he had 
discharged the defendant under and by virtue of a rule of court 
for the allowance of bail; the defendant replied the special 
matter, that the action was against Mendall and Oppenheim, 
and the justification of bail in a cause of White v. Mendall 
only, a demurrer was filed to that replication, which demurrer 
coming on for argument, the Court were of opinion, that the 
justification was bad in point of law, and the plaintiff had 
judgment on demurrer. This action, therefore, now came on 
to be tried on-the general issue. 

The plaintiff, in support of the averment in his declaration, 
that Mendall and Oppenheim were indebted to him for goods 
sold and delivered, proved the sale of the goods by a witness, 
but this witness on his cross-eTcaminatiun, stated, that after 
the goods were sold, the plaintiff agreed to lake in payment 
a present bill at three months. The sale had taken place the 

7lli 
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7th of March^ and the arrest'of Mendall^ under which he had 1804. 
been committed to the custody of the Marshal, was the 29th 
of the same month. against 

ErskinCf for the defendant, objected, that the declaration Johbb. 
averred that the defendant was indebted to the plaintiff, for 
goods sold and delivered; that that must mean a debt then 
due, for which the plaintiff could then support an action; f 162 j 


whereas here, when the action was commenced by arrest of 
the defendants, Mendall and Oppenheim^ no action could then 
be sustained, the goods having been sold at a credit of three 
months, the beginning of March, and the writ sued out on the 
29tb of the same month, so that in fac| the credit had not ex- 
pired when the arrest was made, and of course, if the action 
against Mendall and Oppenheim had been defended, the plaintiff 
White could not have recovered in it. 

Lord ELT.eNBonouGU said, If the whole of the evidence 
was, that the goods were sold on a three months’ credit, and the 
arrest had taken place before that credit was expired, he should 
hold that the averment was not satisfied, and should have non¬ 
suited the plaintiff: but this was not a mere credit at three 
months, but a credit by a present bill at three months ; and 
that did not appear to have been the terms of the contract at 
the time of the sale. There was no evidence that that bill was 
was ever offered or given, and for any thing that appeared 
might have been a swindling transaction. If that transaction 
took place after the sale, it was a condition of their dealing, in 
which if Mendall or Oppenheim did not deliver the bill in pur¬ 
suance of it, they were not entitled to credit, but the plaintifi* 
might claim direct and immediate payment. He, therefore, 
held that the averment was satisfied, and the plaintiff entitled to 
recover. 

Verdict for plaintiff. 

Gibhs, Parky and Marrijal, for the plaintiff. 

Erskine, Gurrow, and Wood, for the defendant. 
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SURREY SUMMER ASSIZES, 1804. 


when a decla¬ 
ration is not 
specially en¬ 
titled, but re¬ 
fers to the first 
day of Term, 
and the cause 
of action 
proved issub- 
se({uent to the 
first day of 
term, the pro¬ 
duction ofthe 
writ, shewing 
the true time 
of its being 
sued out is 
sufficient if it 
was subse¬ 
quent to the 
cause of ac¬ 
tion. 


Rhodes against Gibbs. 

T his was an action of trespass for breaking and entering 
the plaintiflT’s close, called the Fore Court, and throwing 
about different baskets of vegetables. 

Plea of Not Guilty. 

The declaration was entitled generally of Trinity Term. 
The trespasses were proved to have been committed on the 
18th of June ; the term began on the 8th of June. 

When the plaintiff had closed his case, Garrow^ for the de¬ 
fendant, objected, that the plaintiff should be nonsuited : that 
the evidence was of a trespass committed after the first day of 
Term, to which the declaration referred: that it appeared, 
therefore, that the cause of action accrued after the suing out 
of the writ. The record was referred to, and corresponded 
with the objection as to the date. 

Heath J., was of opinion, that the objection was good. 

The writ was produced, and it appeared to have been sued 
out the 21st of Jum^ so that, in fact, the writ was sued out after 
the cause of action. 

This was held to cure the objection, and plaintiff had a ver¬ 
dict. 

Best and Lames for the plaintiff. 

Garrow and Marryat for the defendant. 

Vide Swancott v. tVestgarthy 4 F4ast. 75. 
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SITTING DAY AFTER TERM. 


Pike against Ledwell and Ann Monprivatt. 

T his was an action of debt on bond. The defendant hav¬ 
ing first craved oyer of the bond, which stated, that one 
Richard Monprimil the elder, by his will bequeathed {inter 
alia) 400/. in the 3per cent, consols to his wife, y/nn Monprivatt 
(one of the defendants) her heirs and assigns, provided that she 
continued sole,and unmarried, but in case she married again,then 
he bequeathed thesanictohis8on,/i//c/mr</A/o»j7rive//, and his 
daughter, share and share alike, and in case either his son or 
daughter should happen to depart this life, before the event of 
his wife marryring, the whole to go to the survivor or survivors 
on their attaining the age of 21 years, or marriage: and reciting 
that the daughter had departed this life and that the said 

Richard 


1804. 


An agreement 
for the pur¬ 
chase of stock 
to be trans¬ 
ferred at a 
future day, at 
a price below 
the then va¬ 
lue, is not 
usurious. 

[105] 
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_ Richard Monprivatt the younger would be entitled to the said 

Pike 400/. stock in case of his mother’s marriage, or his attaining the 
Lbwv^ of 21 years, and that his said mother was desirous of ad- 

vancing her son, and had agreed to sell and dispose of the sum 
of 400/. stock to Josiah .Pike (the plaintiff) for 160/. to be trans¬ 
ferred to the said Josiah Pike, when her said son should arrive 
at the age of 21 years, then stated the sale. The condition of 
the bond then was, that if jdnn Monprrontt and Richard Mon- 
prhatt should within the seven days after the 11 th day of Fe- 
hruart/ 1804, on which day he would be of age, well and truly 
transfer the said 400/. stock, or pay to Pike the value of 
400/. consolidated Bank of England stock, on the said last- 
mentioned day, then the obligation to be void. The defendants 
then pleaded, 1st, non estfactum^ and 2dly, that it was corruptly 
against the form of the statute agreed by and between the 
plaintiff and the said Richard Monprivatt and Ann Monprivatt 
that the said plaintiff should lend and advance to the said 
Richard Monprivatt the son, the sum of 160/. and that he should 
forbear and give day of payment thereof to the said Richard 
Monprivatt the son, from the 5th day of Ma^y in the year of 
our Lord 1801, until the 11th day of Febmort/y in the year of 
C J our Lord 1804, and that for and in consideration of such loan 
and forbearance, the said defendants, Ann and Richard Mon¬ 
privatt the son, should bargain, sell, assign, transfer,:and set 
over unto the plaintiff the said sum of 400/. 3 per cents, con¬ 
solidated Bank annuities, in the said condition mentioned, and 
that the said defendants, Ann and Richard Monprivatt the son, 
should within seven days after the said 11th day of February 
1804, well and truly transfer and make over to the plaintiff 
the said sura of 400/. three per cents, consolidated Bank annu¬ 
ities, in the same condition mentioned, or that the defendants 
should well and truly pay or cause to bo paid to the plaintiff, 
his executors, administrators, or assigns, such sum or sums of 
money as the said sum of 400/. 3 ver cents, consolidated Bank 
annuities should or would produce on the said 11th day of 
Fchruarj/y 1804, aforesaid, in case the same were sold. 

Replication denying the usury. 

The plaintiff proved the value of the stock, when the agree¬ 
ment was made, to be 240/. and at the time of the action brought 
2251. being the current price of three per cents. 

Erskincy for the defendant, contended, that under the cir¬ 
cumstances stated) this was an usurious agreement. He admii- 
1 ted, 
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ted, that where money was payable on a contingency, however J804. 

small the apparent value given for it might be, such a contract - 

could not be deemed usurious; that upon that principle, an- 
nuities purchased at low prices were held not to be usurious Leowkli. 
contracts, because the principal was sunk and gone ; if, there¬ 
fore, in this case, the plaintiff had bought Richard MonprivatVs [ 167 ] 
interest in the 400/. stock for* 160/. or even for 60/. that could 
not be usurious, for that was completely contingent depending 
upon the event of his mother’s marrying, in which event only 
he would have become entitled; but here was no contingency; 
he must have the 400/. stock ; for Mrs. Monprivatt, in whom it 
was vested, had joined in the conveyance, and assigned it to the 
plaintiff. IIow, then, did the agreement stand ? The stock was 
proved to have been worth S40/., when the agreement was made, 
lie paid for it 160/.; lie got 80/. by his bargain, and the divi¬ 
dends in the mean time. He said he was aware how it might be 
put on the other side, that though the stock was worth 340/. when 
sold, it might suffer such a depreciation as to be by possibility 
only worth 160/. when he was to receive the transfer; that was 
to suppose the 3 per cent, consols to tumide to 20 or 30 per cent. 
it was an impossible supposition, and was only a cover and 
shift to conceal the true transaction, which was usurious. 

Lord ETinENBOitovGii said, that whatever remedy the de¬ 
fendant might have in equity, on the ground of this being a 
catching bargain, he had none at law; contingency in the thing 
purchased was incompatible with the idea of usury, in which 
the principal must always be certain. It was admitted that if 
the stock when transferred to the plaintiff would be worth but 
160/. it would not be usury; that the stock would not suffer 
that most extraordinary depreciation, was very improbable, but 
still it was within the reach of possibility. He therefore could 
not say, that there was not some contingency in the transaction, f 168 ] 
and that the contract was not usurious.. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Andrews for the plaintiff. 

ErskinCf Garrow, and Parky for the defendant. 
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1804. 

Tuesday, IIuRD, Gent, against Leach. 

J)ec. 4th. ® 

The month A SSUMPSIT to recover the .amount of an attorney’s bill 
for bosiness done. 

S. which au The business had been done in tlie years 1801, 1802 and 1803. 
must b^ddi*^ Bills had been delivered at difl'erent times, but a general 
▼ered before signed, containing the whole for which this action was 

hecommences brought, had been delivered on the 20th of Jul^, 1804, the 
recover been commenced the 18th of August following, 

a lunar The only defence was, that the action was commenced too 

month. jjy jijg statute o Geo. 2. c. 25, an attorney was 

prohibited from commencing an action until his bill bad been 
delivered a month, and that the present action was com¬ 
menced before the month expired; the bill being dated on the 
20th of Jul^, on which day it was delivered, so that the month 
did not expire until the 20th of August whereas the action had 
been commenced the 18th of August following 
' C B was answered by the defendant’s counsel, that the bill had 

been delivered twenty-nine days, which was sufficient, the month 
required being a lunar one. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH, having referred to the statute, said, 
The words of the statute spoke of months generally ; if it had 
said calendar months, it would have been a fatal objection; 
where the term month is used generally, its legal import is always 
taken to be lunar months. The word calendar not being there 
used, it must be taken that the statute applies to lunar months, 
and as a lunar month had expired before the action was 
brought, the action was brought in due time; and was therefore 
maintainable. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Park and Espinasse for the plaintiff*. 

Garrow for the defendant. 
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Everett, q. t. against Tindall. 

T his was an action on the statute, reg^ulating the sale of Whereseveral 

coals j to recover the penalty for selling coals as and for cf^join to 

pool measure, deficient in quality. ■ buy a i}uanti> 

The declaration stated that the defendant being a dealer in 

coals, one SamuelJohnson bought of him chaldron of coals, wards subdi- 

as and for pool measure. That the defendant had delivered*^*’**j.,. 
at t a. I M f a a• stiarcs^aiidItta 

them, but that *they were on delivery found to be 13 bushels coals aredeti- 

short of measure. vered to each 

Johnson was called as a witness. His evidence was, that he person cannot 

was a member of a club, who subscribed a joint stock or capital 

for thepurposeofbuj'ing a quantity of coals, which were divided penalt/***^ **** 

afterwards in diflerent proportions among the members; that against the 

the money was collected, and paid into the hands of one of the * 

number, of the name of Hattall^ who, when he received the sale is joint. 

money, purchased the coals from the defendant on their joint *(] 170 j 

account; that chaldrons was his proportion, and which he 

had received by the delivery of the defendant's servants; but 

which on being measured, were found to be deficient. 

Gibbsy of counsel for the defendant, on this evidence, objected, 

that it did not support the declaration, in which it was necessary 

to state the contract truly respecting the sale of the coals in the 

delivery of which fraiid was imputed, subjecting the vender 

to a penalty. That the contract stated in the declaration 

was a separate contract between the defendant and Johnson ; 

whereas the actual contract was ei^ier with Ilatlall or a joint 

one with allthe club. 

It was answered, that there being a separate delivery of each 
member's share, it thereby became a separate contract with each, 
and that the contract was therefore truly stated. 

Lord Ellenborougii said, He was of opinion that it was a 
variance, and that it was a joint contract with all the members. 

If an action had been brought for not delivering the coals, all 

the members must have joined in the action, for there was no [ 171 ] 

separate contract with each. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Garrow and Espinasse for the plaintiff*. 

Gibbs sitid Manley for the defendant. 

VoL. V. M 
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Fisher against Fallows. 


Where a per¬ 
son becomes 
bail above for 
another, he is 
entitled to re¬ 
cover all the 
expenses he 
has been put 
to by reason 
of it, and may 
tliereforc re¬ 
cover his ex¬ 
penses in 
sending after 
the principal 
to take him, 
in order to 
render him; 
but not ex. 
penses of a 
suit impro* 
pcrly de¬ 
fended on 


such account, 

*[ m ]' 


4 SSUMPSIT for money paidj laid out, and expended to 
the defendant’s use. 

Plea of the general issue. 

The plaintiff’s cause of action was this. In Hilary vacation, 
1803, the defendant was arrested, at the suit of one Bucket: 
the plaintiff and one Minter became bail above for him and 
justified. The cause proceeded, and just before the time when 
the bail were liable to be fixed, they discovered that the de¬ 
fendant Fallows had absconded, and it was not known where to 
find him, in order to render him. The plaintiff, therefore, ap¬ 
prehensive of being called on to pay the money, in order to 
secure himself, by rendering the defendant; employed the de¬ 
fendant’s nephew to go in search of him, in order that he might 
surrender him in discharge of himself and the other bail. 

The nephew undertook the journey, and went to I^cester 
and Ashhy-de-la-Zouch^ where the defendant was found, and 
afterwards rendered. Fallows'* *nephew charged for his trouble 
and expenses twelve guineas, which not being paid, he brought 
an action against the plaintiflT for this sum, and the plaintifl' 
afterwards paid it, together with the costs. 

The plaintiff now sought by this action to recover those two 
sums of twelve guineas and the costs, as having been necessarily 
expended on the defendant’s account. 

It was objected by Garrow^ of counsel for the defendant, that 
no cause of action could arise out of this transaction ; that the 


bail had no right to send in pursuit of the principal in the man¬ 
ner they had done, and to embark in a great expense, and that 
if allowed, it would sanction expense of every kind, however 
enormous; particularly as here there was no necessity for in¬ 
curring so much expense, as the bail were not actually fixed, 
but took the step, in consequence of which so much expense 
had been incurred, ex cauleld, only, from apprehension <»1 their 
being likely to be so. 

Lord Ellenborougu. The relation of principal and bail 
is this: the principal engages to indemnify the bail from all ex¬ 
penses fairly arising from his situation as bail. I think the in¬ 
demnity goes against all charges, which are necessary to secure 

themselves. 
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themselves. The bail have a right to surrender their principal 
in their own discharge, and for their own security; if, there¬ 
fore, the principal absconds, so that he cannot be had, the bail 
may take every proper and necessary step to secure him. In 
this case, FallowSj the nephew, was sent for that purpose: he 
has charged twelve guineas fpr his journey and expenses in se¬ 
curing the defendant, and which the plaintiflT has been obliged 
to pay. I think he is entitled to recover that sum; but as for 
the costs of the action, brought by the nephew against him, and 
which he took defence to unadvisedly; he should have either de¬ 
fended that action,- if the demand was unfounded, or paid the 
money if it could be legally claimed from him; but having de¬ 
fended that action without foundation, he cannot charge the de¬ 
fendant with the costs incurred in such an improvident defence. 

Verdict for the plaintiff for twelve guineas. 

Park and Fell for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the tlefendant. 


1804. 

Fisher 

agaimtt 

Fallows. 

[173J 


Doc ex dem Castleton and Others against Samuel. Dec, r, i804. 


T ins was an action of ejectment, brought for the recovery 
of premises at Iloxlon. 

The plaintiils were the committees of a lunatic, who was the 
lessor of the premises ; the defendant was the tenant. They 
claimed to recover under a notice to quit, expiring at Fadi/’day. 
They proved their notice, and receipt of rent from the defend¬ 
ant’s husband, Thomas Samuel, given as a year’s rent up to 
that day, and there rested their case. 

The answer given by the defendant was, that the holding in 
fact commenced at Michaelmas, so that the notice should have 
been to quit at that time. To *prove this, he gave in evidence 
a lease of the premises, made in the year 1703, to hold from 
Michaelmas. The original lessee having become bankrupt, his 
assignees assigned to one Rogers, Rogers assigned to one 
James Samuel. Thomas Samuel, the defend a iit’s late usband, 
was brother to James, and came in under him, but not at the 
time when the first lease commenced, but on a different 
quarter-day. 

The dofoudant proved the original lease as stated, and the 

M 2 payment 
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payment of the rent aOcr the determination of the lease, at the 
same rate as that reserved by the lease. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH. A receipt for rent up to a parti¬ 
cular day, is primd facie evidence of the commencement of the 
tenancy at that day: but where a lease is made of premises, as 
was the case here, the production of the receipt, therefore, satis¬ 
fied the plaintiff’s case, and the tenant continues to hold on as 
tenant, with the consent of the landlord, after its determination; 
he holds as tenant from year to year, under the same terms as 
reserved by the lease, and the assignee who comes in under 
him holds also under the same terms. Of course, the tenancy 
from year to year must commence on the same day with that on 
which the lease began. In this case the lease began at Mi¬ 
chaelmas^ and the several tenants who hold in succession, hold 
under a tenancy commencing at that time; the notice here 
given to quit is at Lady-day ; that is not the commencement 
of the term : the plaintiff must be nonsuited. 

Garrow and Abbott for the plaintiff*. 

Gibbs and Comyn for the defendant. 


Cheek, Gent, against Roper. 

A ssumpsit on a bin of exchange against defendant as 
drawer. 

The declaration stated in the usual form, that the defendant 
drew his bill of exchange for 60/. on one J. Hammond, tanner, 
iti Bristol, which was duly shewn, and presented to the said 
Hammond for his acceptance, &c. who refused to accept or pay 
the same, by reason whereof the defendant became liable. 

To prove the fact of the bill having been presented to Ham¬ 
mond for his acceptance, the plaintiff proved, that the bill was 
sent by the witness, who was called, who carried it to the place 
which was described to him as Hammond's house, he offered it 
to some person in a tan-yard, who refused to accept it: but he 
did not know Hammond^s person, nor could he swear that the 
person to whom he offered the bill was he, or represented him¬ 
self to be so. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH said, that the allegation respecting 
the bill was a material one, as the drawer could only become 

liable 
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liable on the acceptor's default, which default must be proved. 
That the evidence here offered proved no demand on Ham¬ 
mond, and was therefore insufficient, so that the plaintiff could 
*not recover on the bill. Some evidence must be given of an 
application to the party first liable. 

Park and Manley for the; plaintiff. 

Garrow and Wigley for the defendant. 


1804. 
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Nutt against Butler. 


A ssumpsit to recover the value of a milk^walk: the 
utensils belonging to it: for the use and occupation of 
certain apartments: with a count for goods sold and delivered. 

The plaintiff proved the sale to the defendant of his interest 
in the milk-walk, for 14/. The plaintiff had lived in the house 
where he had carried on the business, to which the defendant 
succeeded, and on giving possession of it, with the business, to 
the defendant, he had left certain fixtures, consisting of grates 
and other articles fixed, for which the defendant was to pay. 

The only question in the case was, whether the plaintiff could 
recover the value of the grates and other fixtures, under the 
count for goods sold and delivered ; there being no count in 
the declaration particularly applying to them. 

It was contended for the plaintiff, (Lord Ellbnborough 
having intimated a contrary opinion on the opening of the case), 
that whatever it might be, as between landlord and tenant, as 
between the in-coming and out-going tenant, these things might 
be considered as goods sold, the out-going tenant having a 
power to remove them, and having given up that right to the 
defendant, who had enjoyed the benefit of them. 

Lord Ei.lenborough was of opinion, that being fixed to 
the freehold, and not a separate and undivided chattel, they 
could not come under the description of goods sold and deli¬ 
vered. 

The plaintiff had a verdict on all the other counts. 

Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Puller for the defendant. 
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C ASE for givings a false charac|er of one Sears to the plain- 
tiff*, in consequence of which the plaintilf trusted him with 
goods, for which Scars had not paid. 

The plaintiff’s case was, that at the time of defendant’s hav¬ 
ing given to Sears the character, and which induced the plaintilf 
to trust him. Sears was in the defendant’s debt, and he had 
taken Searses warrant of attorney to secure himself, upon which 
he afterwards entered judgment, and taken Searses elfects in 
execution; by which the plaintiff lost the money due for the 
goods he had sold to Sears. 

To prove the time of signing the judgment, the plaintiff 
called the officer of the Judgment-office to prove the time of 
signing the judgment: he produced a book from the office, in 
which were several entries ; being asked what the book was, 
he said, it contained entries of judgments interlocutory and 
final; bills and latitats, attachments, &c. to save the statutes 
of limitations; scire facias's to revive judgment issues, &c. It 
is called the day-book, from whence the entries are carried into 
the doequet-book. 

It was objected, that this was not the best evidence, that an 
office copy of the judgment ought to be produced, or the doequet 
of the judgment. 

Lawrence, J. ruled the book to be inadmissible. 

Erskinc and Manley for the plaintifil 
Garrom and Gihhs for the defendant. 
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AT GUILDHALL. 

SITTINGS AFTER TERM. 


Mallet against Thompson. 


Dec. 9tb. 


A ssumpsit by the plaintlfl^ as indorsee of Twiggy who 
was the payee of a promissory note made by the defend¬ 
ant payable to Twigg^s order. 

Erskine, for the defendant, stated his defence to be, that 
Thompson^ the defendant, had only lent his name to accom¬ 
modate Twigg, by drawing the note in favour of Twigg with¬ 
out any consideration* whatever from him, but merely to accom¬ 
modate him; that it was known to the plaintiflTat the time that 
the fact was so, and he took the note with full knowledge, that 
defendant had no value fur it; that when it became due, Twigg 
had become insolvent, and assigned his effects, by deed, to 
trustees for the benefit of his creditors. That the plaiiitijff 
executed the deed of assignment of Twigg's effects; that the 
deed contained a covenant whereby the plaintiff covenanted 
(in consideration of a composition on his debt) not to sue, or 
otherwise molest Twigg on account of the debt for ninety-nine 
years; and that he afterwards received a dividend on Twigg's 
estate; notwithstanding this, and after receiving the composi¬ 
tion from Twiggy the plaintiQ' brought this action against 
Thompson as maker of the note. 

He contended, that to allow the plaintiff to support the pre¬ 
sent action would be to allow him to defeat his own covenant, 
by his own act; for that if the plaintiff was allowed to recover 
against Thompsoiiy Thompson would have a right of action 
over against Twiggy after he had paid the money, the note 
having been made on Tzeigg's account; the consequence 

would, 
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would, therefore, be, that Twigg would be molested for the 
debt, contrary to the plaintiff’s covenant with him. 

Lord Ellenborougu. Twigg may be molested, but not 
by the plaintiff; taking the statement as made by the defendant’s 
counsel to be proved; the deed stands unbroken, for the 
plaintiff (as he covenanted) does not sue or molest Twigg, 
which is all that he has covcnanteci to do ; it is true, that the 
plaintiff recovering on the defendant in this case, he maj havp 
his action over against Twigg, but it will be for money paid to 
his use, at the defendant’s suit; the payment creates a new 
debt, but the old debt is satisfied, as between Twigg and the 
plaintiff. A deed cannot be carried farther than the plain im¬ 
port of it, between the parties. 

Gibbs for the plaintiff. The covenant in the deed of the 
plaintiff could not be pleaded to Thompson the defendant’s 
action against Twigg. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Gibbs and Barrow for the plaintiff. 

Erskine for the defendant. 


Levy against Wilson. 


If a bill is in- A S8UMPS1T by the plaintiff as indorsee of a promissory 
cn^ioV?t*** drawn by the defendant, payable to Michael Jend^ 

should be so win's heir, or order, and by one Sazonojf, by procuration 
from Michael Jendwin's heir, indorsed to Jacob Sflwwc// and 
for if the de^ by Jacob Samuel to the plaintiff. The declaration stated, that 
t tfa defendant drew the note payable to Michael Jendwin's 
party ia- ^ order, and that he indorsed it, his own hand-writing 

dorsed it, his being thereunto subscribed. 

Erskine, of counsel for the defendant, having stated the facts 
thereunto to be as above stated, respecting the mode of indorsement, 
rs ^^® indorsement was stated to have been by 

lo have 1^^ Mr. Jendwin's heir in writing generally, the declaration might 
euratiou been* good, even though it appeared to be indorsed by pro- 

from such curation: but in this case, the declaration stated to be indorsed 
it is a by Michael Jendwin's heir, his own proper hand-wriUng being 
^^^^cribed, which was stating it to be done by himself; 
* ^ • whereas the actual indorsement was by Sazoff, by procuration 

from 
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from Michael JendwMs heir, which he contended was a clear 
variance from the declaration. 

It was answered. That the averment in substance was the 
indorsement, which conferred a title to the bill on the plaintiflT, 
and the mode in which that was done was form only. 

Lord Ellenbobougu said» That could not be called matter 
of form which if neg^atived could defeat the plaintiff’s action; 
that it was matter of substance, to state the indorsement truly; 
for if the declaration stated the indorsement, as in fact it was, 
by procuration, the defendant might shew that there was no 
such procuration or authority given. That in every action by 
the indorsee of a bill, the hand-writing of the first indorser was 
necessary to be proved, to shew that he had put the bill into 
circulation ; if, therefore, there was no procuration to the first 
indorsement, though stated to be so, there was no authority to 
put the bill into circulation ; and that would be an answer to 
that action. 

When the bill was produced, it appeared to be indorsed, not 
by MickaelJendwin’s heir himself, but by Sazonqff'j by procu¬ 
ration from Michael Jendwin's heir; his Lordship, therefore, 
directed the plaintiff to be nonsuited. 

Gibbs, Park, and Reader, for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Garroto for the defendant. 


^ADDINGTON agaitisi Francis. ‘ 

T his was an action of assumpsit on a special agreement, by 
which the plaintiff agreed to purchase from the defendant, 
and the defendant agreed to sell to the plaintiff, the produce of 
twenty-three acres of hops, then growing on the defendant’s 
lands near Canterbury, at the rate of 10/. per cwt. for the 
whole growth. 

The breach assigned was the non-delivery. 

The case opened by the plaintiff was, that Mr. fVaddington, 
the plaintiff, who at that time was a dealer in hops, to a great 
extent,- had at Canterbury entered into an agreement with 
different growers of hops in the county of Kerd, then assembled 
at market, to porcbase their respective growths; that be en¬ 
tered into the agreement in question with the defendant for bis 

growth, 
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ISM. groirtli, which was twGiitj*three acres. This agreement was 

—— in writing, prepared at the time, and executed by all the par- 

*>y the plaintiff. 

Francis. The plaintilT produced the agreement which had been en¬ 
tered into; it was signed by nine persons, who had so con¬ 
tracted to sell, one of whom wps the defendant, and by Mr. 
Waddington, By the agreement, the several persons whose 
[ 183 ] names were subscribed, agreed to sell their crops of hops, then 
growing on the number of acres attached to their respective 
names, at the price mentioned in the agreement, and opposite 
to the name of each. The number opposite to the name of 
the defendant was twenty>three, which was explained to denote 
twenty-three acres, as being the number of acres tlic growth of 
which he had sold. 

It was stamped with as many agroement stamps as there 
were names subscribed, except two, but which two nan)cs ap¬ 
peared to have been erased. 

Dallas, of counsel for the defendant, objected, that (he paper 
could not be admitted in evidence, unless the plaintiff proved 
that the two names which were erased, had been struck out be¬ 
fore the agreement was stamped; that the paper purported to 
be an agreement between the plaintiff and the several parties 
whose names were to it; was, therefore, a distinct agreement 
as to each of the parties, requiring a distinct stamp for each of 
the contracting parties. If, therefore, the stamps were on when 
all the names signed the agreement, there would be two stamps 
less than there were parties, and the agreement then would not 
be stamped with a distinct stamp for each name. 

It was answered. That all that could be looked to was, whe¬ 
ther there was an agreement for the sale of the hops between 
the parties to the action, and whether it had a proper stamp. 
Here, there was a paper produced properly stamped, with the 
stamp appropriated to an agreement, and if there was any ob- 
[ 184 J jection on account of the stamp, it would be shewn by the de¬ 
fendants. 

Xiord ELLENnoROuoii said. He was to take the instrument 
as he found it; it was an agreement between the plaintiff and 
the defendant, as well as several others. He could not make 
presumptions on the one side or the other; as presented to him 
in evidence, there was on the face of the paper a sufficient 
number of stamps for the names on the instaument, and a stamp 
opposite to the dufoudant’s name, and that was sufficient. But 

if 
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if there was any thing in the objection, the proof of it lay on 1604* 
the defendant, whose objection was founded on a matter of 
fact, whether the names were on it at a particular time or not. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Erskine^ Garrow, and Reader, for the plaintiff. 

Dallas, Pitcairn, and Abbof, for the defendant. 


SITTINGS AT GUILDHALL. 


VisGER against Prescott. 

134 # 

T his was an action on an open policy of insurance, on jjfeutral pr«- 
ods intended for Leghorn, at and from New York to prty taken 
Gibraltar, beginning the adventure from the loading thereof^ 
on board the Fox, in New York; the risk to cease after the the Court of 
ship should have been safely moored twenty-four hours in Admiralty 
Gibraltar Bni/ ; unless orders were received by the captain at good cause of 
*the time of his arrival, to land the goods at Gibraltar, in which 
case, the risk was to continue as usual, until the goods were restored, is 
landed. The goods were averred in the declaration to be lawful object 
shipped on the account of S» and A. Felicitig and Go. of Xeg*- 
horn, and the loss was stated to have happened before the ship’s ^ 
arrival at Gibraltar, in the first count by capture, and in the 
second count by the arrest, restraint, and detainment of persons 
on board of a sloop of war belonging to the King. 

The facts, as they appeared from the admissions, were, That 
the Fox, with the goods insured on board, set sail from New 
York, on the Ist of June, 1803, bound on a voyage to Leghorn, 
the captain having orders to touch at Gibraltar for information 
on the subject of war between England and France ; and if, on 
his arrival at that place, such a war existed, and he could not 
proceed to Leghorn, he was theu to sail with the goods insured 
to Genoa, Naples or Palermo; that Messrs. P, and A» Felicitig 
and Co. were inhabitants of Leghorn, and carried on the busi¬ 
ness there as mei*chant8. 

That at the time of the ship's sailing from New York, and 

also 
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also at the time of the capture, Leghorn was g^arrisooed by 
French troops, though when the goods were loaded on board 
the Fox^i York, the shipper did not know, that a war 

had broken out between England and France:, that, on the 18th 
of July following, the Fox was captured by His Maje8ty*e brig 
Ztc VictoreusCy and carried into Gibraltar on the 15th of the 
same month. That proceedings were instituted there in the 
Vice*Admiralty Court, the sentence of which, after restoring 
the Fox and all the cargo, but the goods in question, stated : 
That forasmuch it appeared doubtful, under all the circum¬ 
stances of the case, whether the property of the inhabitants of 
Leghorn was liable to be treated indiscriminately as the pro¬ 
perty of citizens of the French Republic; the Judge was 
pleased to reserve the final adjudication of the goods in ques¬ 
tion for the space of six months, for further information re¬ 
specting such doubts, and pronounced for just cause of seizure 
of the said brig and goods, and directed freight to be paid to 
the roaster, and also the captor’s expenses to be charged on 
the said goods so reserved : that on the 80th of August fol¬ 
lowing, a commission was issued for unloading the goods, and 
for the sale of them by public auction, and that, on the 14th of 
February, 1804, a final decree was made, which directed that 
the goods, or the value thereof, should be restored to the 
owners, P, and A. Felidtig, subjects of his Majesty the King 
of Etruria, and pronounced for just cause of seizure. 

Upon these facts, the plaintiff claimed for a total loss. 

On the part of the defendant, it was objected, that this action 
could not be maintained; because it appeared from the pro¬ 
visional and final sentence, that there existed a just cause of 
seizure, and although the underwriters insure against capture 
generally, yet such an insurance cannot extend to captures for 
just cause by a British ship, according to the doctrine laid down 
in Kellner v. Le Mesurier, 4 East, 396; in which it was held, 
That a policy on a foreign ship iKust be understood as con¬ 
taining an exception of all captures made by the authority of 
our own Government. 

But Liord Eli.enborouoh, C. J., said, That when the 
Vice-Admiralty Court pronounced for just cause of seizure, 
they did not adjudge that the goods insured were goods con- 
demnable: that the capture in this cause was a capture of 
neutral property, and that the insurance thereon contravened 
no policy of the state which constituted the principal difference 
between this case and that which had been cited. 


The 
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The plaintiff had a verdiet for a total loss. 
Gibbs and Ctaherd for the plaintiff. 
Erskine and Park for the defendant. 

Ex rdathne Casberd, 
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IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 
SITTINGS AFTER TERM. 


Wyatt, Assignee of Algar, against Wilkinson 

and Another. 

T his was an action of assumpsit for money had and re¬ 
ceived, brought by the plaintiff as assignee of Algar^ a 
bankrupt, to recover a sum of money received by the defendant 
subsequent to an act of bankruptcy committed. 

*The plaintiff proved that the bankrupt had shut up his shop, 
and absconded, on the 7th of November^ and thereby established 
an act of bankruptcy on that day. 

The defendant before that time having sold goods to the 
bankrupt, and for which the bankrupt was then indebted to him, 
prevailed upon him to return part of the goods, and to pay him 
for the rest. This payment being made subsequent to the 
bankruptcy, and with knowledge of the bankruptcy, the object 
of the present action was to recover it back. 

To prove this fact, the bankrupt (having obtained his certi¬ 
ficate and released) was called by the plaintiff's counsel. He 
proved the fact as above stated, as welt as to the transaction 
itself, as to the time and circumstance when it took place. 

Best^ Seijt. for the defendant, in his cross-examination of the 
bankrupt, asked him. Whether he had not, prior to the time of 
his returning the goods, and paying for the others, been in diffi¬ 
culties as well as long before the 7th of November? and Whe¬ 
ther, in fact, he had not been denied to a creditor a considerable 
time before ? 

It 


Dec, 15 th. 
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It was objected to by the plaintiff’s counsel, that such ques« 
tion could not be legally a^ed; that it was a settled rule of 
evidence that the bankrupt could not be called to prove his 
own act of bankruptcy, or any thing connected with it. 

It was on the other side admitted, that he could not be called, 
by either party, to prove his bankruptcy, on his examination in 
chief, but that being called by ond party and examined in chief, 
it was contended, that on his cros8*examination, he might be 
asked questions, the efiect and tendency of which might be to 
establish an antecedent act of bankruptcy. 

Chambre, J., ruled, that there was no such distinction 
as that contended for; that it was settled; no question could 
be asked from the bankrupt the object of which was to support 
his own bankruptcy; and whether in his examination in chief, 
or on his cross-examination, it made no difference. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Shepherdf Baile^^ Serjts., and Espimsse, for the plaintiff. 

Bestf Seijt. and Lawes for the defendant. 


THE END OF MICHAELMAS TERM. 
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SECONO SITTING DAY IN TERM. 


SiiippEY against Derrison. 

T his was a special action on the case to recover damages if a party has 
for breacli of an agreement stated in the declaration, by entered into a 
which the defendant agreed to take certain premises for a term „,ciit for a 
of fifteen years. * 

It was admitted tliat there was no note in writing of the prepared, 
agreement, as to the term which was to be granted. though the 

To prove the case, the plaintilT called a Mr. Thackray, an 
attorney; he stated, that he was employed to prepare a lease the statute of 
from the plaiiitiflT to the defendant for a terra of fifteen years ; an^^ndor^c-**^ 
he said, he considered himself as employed by both parties, as went re- 
he was to be paid by both. That he prepared a draft of a furring to the 
lease, but uhich he sent to an attorney for perusal on the part draft by the 
of the defendant, who made some ^alterations in it, and returned admits 
It. That soon after, the defendant finding himself unable to mentfitbeing 
perform (he agreement, applied to the plaintifi'to cancel it; the in writing is 
plaintiff had no objection, upon being indemmfied against the 
expense and inconvenience he hud been put to; but before be statute. 

1 would ♦[ 191 ] 
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1805. would try to let it again, he required the defendant to relin- 
quish the agreement by writing; the defendant accordingly 
wrote on the draft of the lea^e, 

PaaaisoK. “ I hereby request Mr. Shippey (the plaintiff) to endeavour 
to let the premises to some other person, as it will be incon- 
“ venient to me to perform ray agreement for them, and for so 
** doing this shall be a sufficient Authority. 

** J, Derrison** 

The defendant having refused to make any compensation, 
the action was brought, and on the above facts being given in 
evidence, Garrow objected that the plaintiff should be non¬ 
suited. 

That the foundation of the action was an agreement for a 
term of fifteen years; that this agreement was void in itself, as 
the statute of frauds required a note in writing, which in this 
case had not taken place, as it was admitted, that when the 
agreement for the lease was entered into, there was no note in 
writing whatever. 

The plaintiff’s counsel contended. That the draft of the lease 
produced satisfied the statute, and was a note in writing, as it 
contained the term of years to be granted, the parties, and 
every thing necessary to constitute a valid lease; and though 

j" 29 g j it was objected, that it was not signed by the parties themselves, 
or by their agents properly authorized. That, in fact, was so 
signed by the defendant’s agent, by Mr. Thackray^ who was 
employed by both parties. 

To this it was answered, That though Thackray so repre¬ 
sented himself, that, in fact, he also admitted that he was first 
retained by the plaintiff, and so little was he to be considered 
as agent for the defendant, that the defendant did not rely on 
him at all, for the draft was sent to another attorney to peruse 
on the part of the defendant, and he made alterations in it. 

Lord Ellenborovgh interrupted plaintiff’s counsel, and 
said, that though this might apply to the draft, the indorsement 
on the deed was actually sign^ by the defendant Derrison 
himself, in which the agreement was mentioned, and that this 
threw the weight of the case on the defendant. Garrow then 
contended, that the indorsement could not be construed as an 
agreement. It had been contended, that the draft was the 
agreement that was in the teeth of a case from Peere IVilliamSf 
of Hawkins v. Holmes^ i. P. WiUwms^ 770, which decided ttet 
such a draft could not 1^ considered as a note in writing within 

2 the 
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the statute. That it was void, as the indorsement was made 1805. 
after the agreement was at an end. That the indorsement 
could not set up that which was void in law. It was done againH 
only to satisfy the scruples of the plaintiff previous to the sale. Dsaaubv. 

He then cited the. case from Peere Williams when on a con¬ 
tract for an estate, a draft of the conveyance having been sent 
by the seller to the buyer, he*bad settled the draft, made altera¬ 
tions, and returned it. It was held not to be a note in writing [ 193 ] 
within the statute of frauds. 

Lord ELLEyBORouGH. It is not necessary that the note in 
writing, to be binding under the statute, should be cotem¬ 
porary with the agreement. It is sufficient if it has been made 
at any time, and adopted by the party afterwards, and then any 
thing under the hand of the party, expressing that he had en¬ 
tered into the agreement, will satisfy the statute which was 
only intended to protect persons from having parol agreements 
imposed on them. In this case, the indorsement says, that he 
was unable to perform the agreement for the premises, and it 
is written on the draft of the lease of those premises, which bad 
been perused and altered by his own attorney. It is sufficient 
with respect to the case from Peere Williams^ to observe, that 
was an agreement purely executory, and nothing more than 
the bare draft of the lease, which was not signed by the party. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Marryai for the plaintiff. 

Oarrom for the defendant. 


Kekby and Vernon against Steel. 

T his was an action of assumpsit brought by the two plain- 
tifis against the defendant for money paid to his use. 

Plea of mn-assumpsit. .4 

The circumstances of the case were these. The two plain¬ 
tiffs, and the defendant, in the year 1803, had issued writs of 
jSeri facias, directed to the sheriff of Wiltshire, to levy the sums 
mentioned in their respective writs, on the effects of one John 
SteeL One Prater claimed the goods under a bill of sale from 
Steel, To induce the sheriff to sell the goods under their writs, 
the pkiptiS and the defendant joined in a bond to the sheriff, 
VoL. V. N by 


[194] 


Threejpersons 
biad tbem* 
selves jointly 
and severally 
in a bond ot 
indemnity, 
and two of 
them pay the 
whole money, 
they cannot 
join in an ac¬ 
tion for con¬ 
tribution 
against the 
third. 
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1905. by .which they bound thcraselves jointly and severally, to in- 

—~ demnify him against any action which Prater might bring 

against him as sheriff*, for proceeding to a sale under their writs. 
Staai.. The sheriff, in consequence of this indemnity, sold the effects 
under the several writs of execution, and paid the money over 
to each of them. Prater afterwards brought an action against 
the sheriff, and recovered the value of the goods, having esta¬ 
blished the validity of his bill of sale: in consequence of which 
the sheriff was forced to pay over to Prater the amount of those 
levies which he had made under the several writs of the plain¬ 
tiffs and the defendant, against which he had been indemnified. 

The sheriff then called upon the parties, under their bond to 
[ 195 ] repay to him the several sums levied, which he had so paid 
over to them under their several executions, and the plaintiffs 
in this action paid the whole amount of their levies to the 
sheriff, and also that of defendant. The present action was, 
therefore, brought by the plaintiffs to recover the amount of the 
sum paid by them on the defendant’s account, beinj; what had 
been received by him on account of the money levrcd under his 
fieri facias^ and paid to him by the sheriff. 

The receipt was given in evidence as given by the sheriff, 
and it was a Joint receipt in these words; “ Received from Kelby 
and Vernon (the present plaintiff’s) the sum of /. being payment 
by them of the whole sura levied under the several writs 
specifying them, and which included the defendant’s. 

It was objected by the defendant’s counsel, that the action 
could not be maintained. It was a joint action for money paid 
by both, to the defendant’s use; but the payment of each was 
distinct, each paid his own money, and each should have, there¬ 
fore, brought a distinct action. It was stated, that the point 
had been already decided in a case of Brand and another v. 
Boukottf 3 Bos. and Pull. S35, in the Common Pleas, in which 
' case there were three assignees of a bankrupt’s estate, and two 

having paid the solicitor’s bill, and having brought a joint 
action against the third, for contribution, tlie Court of Common 
Pleas held the action in that form not to be maintainable. 

It was answered, by the plaintiffs’ counsel, that the cause in 
the Common Pleas was on an implied promise; here it was 
under a joint security by bond ; the parties had by their deed 
[ 196 ] pKide themselves jointly liable, and were so entitled to sue. 
That the contract specified followed the nature of the payment, 
which was by both, as the receipt was given in their joint 
names. 
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Lord Ellekborough. The receipt beingjoint cannot alter 1806. 
the nature of the transaction, and the mode of payment cannot 
affect it; though they entered into a joint bond to the sheriff, 
it was for their respective securities, and for their separate Sxbsi.. 
debts j the words of their original contract are to be taken as 
for their separate account, and the case in the Common Pleas 
is decisive. 

The plaintiff was nonsuited. 

ErskinCf Park, and Lawes^ for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant. 


AT WESTMINSTER. 

SITTINGS AFTER TERM. 


Doe ex dem. Lord Macartney against J. Crick 
and William Crick. 

T his was an action of ejectment to recover possession of 
premises at Chiswick. The defendants had held under a 
lease from Sir Charles Houghton Rous, from whom the lessor 
of the plaintiff purchased. The tenancy was admitted to have 
commenced at Old Michaelmas, and the plaintiff claimed alight 
to recover, under a notice to quit given in the following 
manner. 

*Willi€m Crick, one of the defendants, was sent for by Lord 
Macartney, the lessor of the 'plaintiff, when he was informed 
verbally by Lord Macartney that he should want the premises 
which he and his brother held, to take into his own occupation, 
and that he should expect him then to quit; but that if it 
would be any convenience to him, he would permit the defend¬ 
ants to occupy till Christmas, and that they should pay no rent. 
The defendaiitj WilUam Crick, expressed himself well satisiied 
and grateful for the indulgence. 

N2 


Feb. 15lli, 
1805. 

Notice to quit 
may be given 
to a tenant by 
parol, and 
where there 
are two te- 
iiauts of pre¬ 
mises held tu 
common, no¬ 
tice to one is 
sufficient. 
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After this conversation, a written notice dated 8th of April, 
was on that day served on the defendants to quit at Christmas. 

It was objected for the defendants, 1st, That though the 
parol notice might be good, as to a moiety, it being given to 
one defendant only, it could not entitle the plaintiff to recover 
the other moiety of the premises, against the defendant, who 
had not had notice; for as to the written notice it could not 
affect him, as the tenancy commenced at Michaelmas. Sdly, 
That a parol notice was not sufficient. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH over-ruled both objections, and said, 
a written notice was by no means necessary; and with respect 
to the notice, as the two defendants appeared to hold the lands 
jointly, service of notice to quit on one was sufficient. The 
defendants bad bad nine months’ notice to quit when entitled to 
but six. The notice was given on the 8th of April, which was 
six months before <the time when the tenancy was admitted to 
have commenced. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Park and Beckett for tbe.platiitiff. 

Garrow and Espinasse for the defendants. 


Lynbuy against Weightman. 


To biiid a 
bankrupt by 
a uew promise 
to pAj, sub' 
sequent to bis 
baokruptcj, 
it^must be a 
precise and 
postltve pro* 
mise to the 
plaintiff, and 
not given in 
rnoeral terms 
that he would 
pay every 
body 80 «. in 
the I, 


A ssumpsit for money lent. 

Pleas of the General Issue and Bankruptcy. 

The plaintiff meant to rely on a new promise to pay, made 
by the bankrupt subsequent to his bankruptcy, and for that 
purpose was giving evidence of general declarations by the 
bankrupt, that he would pay every body, and that his effects 
would pay twenty shillings in the pound, but there was no 
speoific promise whatever proved to have been made to the 
plaintiff. 

Lord Ellenborough said, That in order to bind a bank¬ 
rupt by a new promise, he should expect a positive and precise 
promise topay, notgiven in such general .terms as it was offered 
here. 


A juror was -withdrawn by consent 

The SolicUor^Oeneral and Jjawes for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant 
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• Parsons against Crosbt. 

A ssumpsit for g;ood9 soW and delivered. 

The defence intended to be set up to nonsuit the plaintiff 
was, that he carried on business in partnership with his son, 
who should, therefore, have joined in the action. 

The son was called as a witness for the plaintiff. 

He was ai|l(ed, on his voire dire^ Whether he was not a 
partner in business with the plaintiff his father ? He said, he 
was not, nor had he any share or interest in the profit; but, 
upon his further examination, he admitted that the business 
was carried on under the firm of Parsons and Son,, which word 
Son meant himself; that books were printed so in their joint 
names, of Parsons and Son ; that bills of Exchange were so 
drawn on them, and accepted by the witness himself when ad¬ 
dressed to Parsons and Son, But, on his re-examination, he 
positively denied having any share in the business, or deriving 
any advantage as a partner. His inadmissibility was contested, 
and contended that by his own evidence he had proved himself 
a partner. 

Lord Ellen borough. However he might have made him¬ 
self a partner to the world, by allowing his name to be so pub¬ 
licly used, and by accepting bills drawn as he has described, 
that can only affect himself. But that is not the question here; 
it is, Has the witness any interest in the present question ? 
That depends upon whether bo is to be benefited by the de¬ 
cision of this question; he cannot be affected by it, if he is not, 
in fact, a partner; he has denied it, and though it may go to 
his credit, it will not render him incompetent. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the deiciuiaiit. ^ 


Feb. 14th, 
1805. 

A person who 
siiners his 
name to be 
used in a firm 
as a partner, 
if in fact he is 
notso,norhas 
any share in 
the business 
or profits, 
may be a wit¬ 
ness for the 
person whose 
name is joined 
with his, and 
who is the 
only person 
entitled in ac¬ 
tion for goods 
sold. 
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Feb. 8Slh, 
1805. 


Stevenson ct Al. Assignees of Knight^ a Bankrupt, 

against Wood. 


Money paid 
for rent to a 
landlord who 
was about to 
distrain, by a 
trader after 
an act of 
bankruptcy 
roraniitted, 
is not rcco- 
\erable back 
V the assig¬ 
nees. 

*1. 201 J 


T his was an action of assumpsit for money had and re¬ 
ceived by the defendant, and brought by the plaintiffs as 
assignees of Knight^ a bankrupt. The action was brought to 
recover back a sum of SO/, which had been paid to the defend¬ 
ant after an act of bankruptcy,, and under the following circum- ‘ 
stances: 

Knight^ the bankrupt, had carried on the business of a grocer 
in Canterbury; he had also a * house at fVhitstable; the de¬ 
fendant was landlord of the latter house. 

The bankrupt having got into difficulties, had left his house 
in Canlerbury on the 25(h of Aprils 1804, on the pretext of 
looking after some goods which he had ordered ; but, in fact, 
he bad then left his liouse from a fear of being arrested, and 
from the disordered state of his affairs. 

The rent of the premises which he held of the defendant 
afterwards becoming due, the defendant had applied for the 
payment of it; after some delay, and talking about a distress, 
the rent was paid, but no distress was ever made. The action 
was brought to recover back this money. 

Parkf for the plaintiff, stated, as the ground of the assignees* 
right to recover, that all money paid by a bankrupt, after a 
secret act of bankruptcy, was recoverable back by the assignees, 
except ill the particular and excepted cases protected by the 
statute JOth Geo. II. that the cases arising under that statute 
protected payments only made on bills of exchange or goods 
sold ; that this, therefore, did not come within either of the 
cases, and, therefore, was recoverable. 

2 


The 
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The SoUcilor~General relied upon the defendant’s right to 
hold the money, independent of the statute, or any protection 
to be derived from it; the ground of laiv which he took was 
this, that under the bankrupt laws the landlord had a right to 
distrain for rent in arrear, and the goods of the bankrupt were 
subject to the distress, notwithstanding the act of bankruptcy. 
That the assignees took the* goods subject to the prior title of 
the landlord, to whom they were bound to pay his rent, before 
they could remove the goods, otherwise the landlord had a 
right to distrain off the premises: that having that right, he 
had a power to waive it, and to accept the rent, in lieu of his 
right to distrain. That he had been prevented from using that 
right here by the assignees paying him the rent, but having the 
effect of it, by the payment of the rent he was entitled to 
hold it. 

Lord Ellen BOR oVGH assented to the law as laid down by 
the Solicitor-General. His Lordship said, The landlord has 
by law a right of distress; he has a legal lien on the bankrupt’s 
goods, uncbnnected with the bankruptcy; if he thinks fit to 
waive that right, and accept of the rent firom the assignees, 
who may be benefited by having the goods, without being sold 
under the distress, the landlord should not be placed in a worse 
situation than if he had made an actual distress; it would be a 
fraud on his legal rights to hold otherwise. The defendant 
has, therefore, a right to hold the money which under those 
circumstances he has obtained. 

Verdict for the defendant. 

I^ark and Espinasse for the plaintiff. 

Solicitor-General, Garrow, and Pitcairn, for the defendant. 


1805. 

STBTBMSOir 

agatnnt 

Wooa. 
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J805. IN THE COURT OF EXCHEQUER, (a) 


Friday, 
May 17 th. 


Wright, Esq. against Smith. 


When a tenant 
has held over 
possession af> 
ter the expir¬ 
ation of his 
terra, and the 
landlord reco- 
. Ters the pos¬ 
session by 
ejectment, be 
cannot after¬ 
wards main¬ 
tain an action 
of debt under 
atat. 4 Geo. 2. 
e. 28, for the 
doable value. 


T his was an action of debt, under the statute of 4 Geo. 

c. 28, to recover double Ibe yearly value of certain lands 
in the parish of fVickham Bishops, in the county of Essex^ 
The action was brought by the plaintiff, who was the landlord, 
against the defendant who had been the tenant. 

The declaration was in the coinmon form, stating that the 
defendant held the lands in question as tenant to the plaintiff 
from year to year; that the plaintiff on the 24th day of March^ 
in the year 1803, gave the defendant notice in writing to quit 
the said lands on the 29th day of December following, (which- 
was the end of this year), but that the defendant not regarding 
the statute, &c. did not on the determination of the said term 


deliver up the possession of the premises to the plaintiff ac¬ 
cording to the notice given, hut wilfully held over the same, by 
reason of which, and by force of the statute, the defendant be¬ 
came liable to pay to the plaintiff the double value, &c. 

[ 204 J Tjie cause came on to be tried at the Lent Assizes for Essex 


in March, 1805, before Horn am, B., when a verdict was found 
for the plaintiff, subject to the opinion of the court, upon the 
following case, with liberty to turn it into a special verdict if 
either party thought fit. 

That John Wright, the elder, Esquire, being seised (amongst 
other things) of the premises mentioned in the declaration, 
which consist of a manor house and farming buildings, with 
nearly fiOO acres of land, by indenture of lease dated the lOth 
of October, 1782, and made between the said John Wright of 
the one part, and the defendant Josiah Smith of the other part; 
in consideration of the rents and covenants in such lease ex- 


(«) Though the above case is not a determination at NisiFrius, but of . 
the Court of Ezcheqaer, upon argument t yet having occurred on the Cir¬ 
cuit, and containing a point of taw of much importauce, I have* thought 
fit to insert it here. 


1 


pressed, 
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pressed, demised and leased tbe said premises to the defend¬ 
ant, to hold from Michaelmas then last, fer the term of twenty 
years, at the yearly rent of 234/. payable half-yearly. 

That the said John Wright^ by his last will and testament, 
in writings, dated the 6th of March, 1783, and duly executed for 
passing real estates, gave and Revised (amongst other things) the 
premises mentioned in the declaration (subject to a rent-charge 
of 250/. to the testator^s daughter, Ann Luard, for her life) to 
the use of the testator's son John Wright, and his assigns, 
during tbe term of his natural life, with remainder (after other 
uses which are since determined) to the use of the testator's 
grandson, Peter Luard, (who had taken the name of Wright), 
the now plaintiff, and his assigns, during the term of his na¬ 
tural life, with divers remainders over. And the testator by 
his will declared as follows: Also my will is, that it shall and 
may be lawful for my said son, and my said grandsons and 
daughters, whether covert or sole, respectively, as and when 
they shall come into and be in the actual possession of my said 
estates and premises, or any part thereof, by indenture under 
their respective hands and seals, to demise and lease the same, 
or any part thereof, whereof they shall be respectively in the 
actual possession, except the manor of Hatfield Priory, and 
the mansion bouse and demesne lands thereto belonging (which 
were no part of the premises in question) unto any person, or 
persons, for any term or number of years, not exceeding twenty- 
one years in possession, and not in reversion, remainder, or 
expectancy, So as upon every such lease there shall be re¬ 
served, and made payable during the continuance thereof re¬ 
spectively, the best improved rent that can reasonably be bad 
for the same, without taking any sum or sums of money, or 
other thing by way of fine, for or in respect of such lease or 
leases," and so as none of the said lenses shall be made dis¬ 
punishable of waste, by any express words, and that in every 
such lease there be contained a clause of re-entry for non-pay¬ 
ment of the rent or rents thereby respectively reserved, and 
that such lessee or lessees seal and deliver counterparts of such 
lease or leases. 

That the said John Wright, the testator, died in the year 
1787, without revoking or altering his said will, whereupon 
John Wright, his sou, first devisee for life, entered into pos- 
sessioo, and tbe receipt of rents and profits of tbe premises so 

leased 
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leased to the defendant, and continued in the possession and re¬ 
ceipt thereof until the time of his death. 

That by indenture of lease, dated the 25th of Ma^, 1791, and 
made between the said John Wright^ the son, of the one part, 
and the defendant of the other part, the said John Wright, the 
son, in consideration of the surrendering and yielding up by 
the defendant of the said indenture of lOth of October, 1782, 
and of the rents and corenants expressed in such new indent¬ 
ure of lease, demised and leased the premises mentioned in 
the said declaration to the defendant, to hold from MichaeU 
mas then last, for the term of twenty-one years, at the yearly 
rent of 250/. payable quarterly, and under the like covenants, 
provisoes, and agreements, in all respects as were expressed in 
the said former lease. Amongst other covenants on the de¬ 
fendant’s part in both the before-mentioned leases, was one fer 
doing the repairs' at his own expense on being allowed rough 
timber; and another for providing a dinner for the manor 
steward and officers on their annual court day, the expmise 
of which dinners amounted to about 20?. per annum. 

That the premises comprised in the before-mentioned leases 
were, on the 25th of May, 1791, reasonably worth the annual 
rent of 400/. under such covenants as are contained in the said 
leases. 

That the said John Wright, the son, died in the year 1795, 
without issue, whereupon the before-mentioned estates came to 
the same Peter Luard, the grandson and next devisee for life 
named in the said testator’s will, who by his Majesty’s royal 
licence and authority then took upon himself the surname of 
Wright only, and entered into receipt of the rents and pro- 
Ets of the said premises, and the defendant regularly paid him 
the rent reserved by the last-mentioned lease, from the death of 
the said John Wright, the son, down to, and inclusive of, that 
which became due at Lady-day, 1802, which was the expiration 
of the twenty years originally grantr^d. 

That the plaintiff alleging that the lease so executed h'fjohn 
Wright, the son, was not consistent with the power of leasing 
given him by the testator’s will, inasmuch as the best improved 
rent that could be reasonably had for the premises had not been 
fhserved thereby, claimed to have such lease delivered up and 
" vacated; but the defendant insisting on the validity of such 
last mentioned lease to him as warrantedi by the said power, 
and that no fraud or collusion had been used in the obtaining 

it: 
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it: the plaiutilf, on the 24th of March, 18Q3) caused the de¬ 
fendant to be served with a notice requiring him to quit and 
deliver up the possession of the premises at Michaelmas then 
next; and the plaiutiff* being uncertain, whether he was bound 
to consider the defendant as tenant under that lease, or as te¬ 
nant from year to year, on the 35th of September, 1^2, caused 
the defendant to be served with the following notice: 

Sir, 

1 do hereby give }ou notice, that 1 shall, on the 39tb day of 
September instant, demand the possession to be delivered to me 
of the lands and premises held by you under aud by a lease 
granted by John Wright, Esq., deceased, my late grandfather, 
and which lease will expire on that day; and T shall at the 
same time attend on the premises to receive possession of 
the same lands and premises. Dated the 35th day of Sep- 
tember, 1803. 

Your's &;c. 

To Mr. Josiah Smith. P. WRIGHT. 

Wickham-Hall, 

Wickham-Bishops, Essex. 

That the plaintiiT duly attended on the said demised pre¬ 
mises according to the terms of last-mentioned notice, on Mi- 
chaelmas-dav 1803, in order to receive, and then demanded the 
possession. That the defendant insisting on his said last-men¬ 
tioned lease, refused to quit the possession, and held over, and 
continued in possession of the said premises until the same 
were delivered up to the plaintiff under the writ of Habere fa~ 
fnas possessionem, and agreement hereinafter mentioned. 

That an ejectment for the said premises was brought in Mi- 
chaebnas Term, 1803, to which the defendant appeared in Hi¬ 
lary Term, 1803, and the ejectment came on to be tried at the 
Summer Assizes, 1803, where a verdict was found for the 
plaintiff, on the ground, as expressed by the jury, “ That the 
best rent which could have been fairly obtained for the premises 
had not been reserved, but that there was no fraud or collusion.*' 
Mr. Justice Heath, before whom the cause was tried, giving 
the defendant leave to move as he should be advised upon such 
special finding of the jury, (o) 

That 

(<r) The ground taken at the trial before Mr. Justice Hbatm, npon which 
he doubted, and gave the defendants leave to move, vras, that the clause 

could 
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Ttet in Michaelmas Term, 1805, the defendant applied to 
the Coart of Exchequer for a new trial of the ejectment, and 
obtained a rule Nisif against which cause wae shewn on the 5d 
of February last, when the Court having heard the counsel on 
both sides, refused a new trial. That judgment was signed on 
the 4th of February^ when a writ of error upon that judgment 
was sued out, and allowed, and the allowance thereof served, 
but which was afterwards abandoned, the parties entering into 
the following agreement: That, on the dth day of March, 
1804, an agreement was entered into between the parties of 
that date, by which the defendant agreed to waive all further 
proceedings on the writ of error brought by him for reserving 
the judgment obtained in the ejectment cause, and to pay the 
costs of such ejectment and writ of error when taxed: and a 
writ of possession was to be executed immediately as to the 
premises (except certain parts thereof, which the defendant was 
to retain the possession of for certain times, and upon certain 
terms stipulated in such agreement), and the plaintiff thereby 
agreed to pay, or allow, to the defendant the sum of 961. being 
the increased rent which had been paid to the plaintiff from 
Ladyoday, 1796, to Lttdy-day, 1802. But the said agreement 
was declared to be without prejudice to any action or suit that 
might be brought against the defendant for recovering double' 
the yearly value of the premises for holding over possession 
thereof, after the expiration of the said first-mentioned lease, to 
the time of executing the writ of possession, or to any action or 
suit for recovery of the mesne profits of the premises, and the 
damages sustained by withholding the possession thereof. 

That, under this agreement, the plaintiff, on the 7th day of 
Match last, was put'into possession by the sheriff, under a writ 
of Habere facias possessionem, of the whole of the premises, 
except such parts thereof, as were reserved by the agreement 
for the defendant, and which wore delivered up by him to the 
plaintiff before the commencement of this action at the respec¬ 
tive times agreed on for that purpose. 

The question for the opinion of the Court is, whether under 
the before-mentioned facts the plaintiff is entitled to recover. 
If the Court shall be of opinion that he is, the verdict is to stand; 
if not, a nonsuit to be entered. 

c^ld only apply to cases where there was fraud and collusion between the 
tenant for life and the leasee to prejudice faini in remainder, not where it 
was fairly let. 


The 



EASTiSR TERM, 45 GEO. Ilf. 

The case was this day argued by Matryai for the plaintiff, 
and Es]^nasse for the defendant. 

Marryal —This^is a case in which a tenant having a regular 
notice to quit given to him by his landlord, thinks fit to hold 
over after the expiration of such notice, though the notice was 
regular, and it determined with the year; who puts his landlord 
to the expense of an ejectment, and, in feet, to every expense 
that could be incurred. It requires but little attention to the 
title of the act, or to the enacting part of it, to see that this 
case comes clearly within it. The act certainly applies to 
every case of a wilful holding over by the tenant, after he has 
had due notice to quit, and the only point in this case is, whe¬ 
ther tins was a wilful holding over or not. 

The statute was made for the benefit of landlords, and in¬ 
tended to give them an additional security. The title is. An 
act for the effectual preventing of frauds committed by tenants; 
and in the preamble it is, for securing the lessora and land- 
owners their just rights; and it then enacts, That in case any 
tenant or tenants, for any term of lives or years, or other person, 
who are or shall come into possession of any land, tenements, 
or hereditaments, by, from, or under, or by collusion with such 
tenant or tenants, shall wilfully holdover any lands, tenements, 
or hereditaments, after the determination of such terra or 
terms, and after demand made, and notice in writing given for 
deliveringpossession, &c. The landlord may recover the double 
value of the premises, in an action of debt. 

To bring the case within the statute, the term of the tenant 
must be at an end, his interest determined, and a demand of 
the possession have been made by the landlord. In this case 
the plaintiff had a judgment in ejectment to recover from the 
time of the expiration of the notice to quit. A demand was 
at the trial proved to have been made. He did not quit accord¬ 
ingly, but wilfully kept the possession from his landlord, and 
he is, therefore, within the words of the act. 

The books are very barren on the subject of this action. In 
Wilkinson v. Colley, 5 Burr, S694, it is said that this is a reme¬ 
dial law, and all the statutes must be considered as made 
i^paiimat&ria. By the statute 11 Geo, 2. c. 19. if the tenant 
gives notice to quit and does not, he is liable for double rent; 
the reason is the same, that wherever the tenant bolds over, 
after the posseasion lawfully required by bis landlord, he should 
be liable to the doable value. 
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Lord C. B. Macdonalo*^Do you mean to contend, that in 
every case of a holdings over the tenant is liable to double 
value; or do you apply your argument to this particular case ? 

Marryat —1 mean to contend that he is liable in all cases ; 
■^What aditional security has the act given unless it so applies ? 

A man may become a trespasser and be deemed to have 
committed a wilful trespass even when he endeavoured to avoid 
it. In the case of Reynolds v. Edwards, 6th Term Rep. 11. 
when the defendant had notice not to come on the plaintiff’s 
lands, and it was proved, that he had endeavoured to avoid 
doing so, and to inform himself of the boundaries of the plain¬ 
tiff’s land, yet having ignorantly come on them, he was held to 
be a wilful trespasser. 

Espinasse, for the defendant—This is a case arising out of 
on ejectment brought by the reversioner, to avoid a lease made 
by the tenant for life, who had a power to make leases under 
certain terms and restrictions. The lease under which the de¬ 
fendant held, not having expired by lapse of time ; relying on 
the validity of that lease, he defended that ejectment, but with¬ 
out success, and it is now attempted to subject him to the pe¬ 
nalty of double the value of the land for having contested bis 
right to it by law. It is singular, that this is the first action of the 
sort, which has ever been tried upon this act of parliament, at 
least we have no report of any such, though the act upon which 
it is founded passed in the 4th year of Geo. S. and it is no un¬ 
convincing argument that the legislature never contemplated a 
case of this description : that those who lived at the time when 
it passed, and who knew the evils against which it was meant 
to guard, never thought of applying it to such a case as this: 
they were content to bring an action of trespass for the mesne 
profits, the usual and ordinary remedy in those cases, and to 
recover in that form of action the value of the property which 
the tenant had withheld. If the construction contended for by 
the plaintiff is the true one, the w ord wilful may be totally 
Idotted out of the statute ; for tf the mere act of holding over 
the possession, whether under a claim of right or not, is to sub- 
jeet the tenant to the double value, a holding over and a 
holding over are one and the same thing; and that word upon 
which the wli^le of the case is admitted to turn, is an useless 
and inoperative one. 

But no. such inconsistency is imputable to the legislature. 
The term wiljul, taken in its common as well as legal significa¬ 
tion. 
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tioD, is of perfectly definite meaning^. Where we say a matter 
is wilfully done, the mind accompanies the act; and if the act 
is wrong, it is meant that it carries with it an imputation of 
blame: the will must accompany the act; it must not only be 
wrong,but be known to be so when it is committed; that cannot 
be wrong which is not known to be so at the time, and when it 
is by matter subsequently arising by the determination of law 
till then doubtful, that it is ascertained to be wTOiig or not. 

When this ejectment was brought, it may be asked, did the 
defendant verily and conscientiously believe that he had a title 
to the possession of the lands ? Or did he not ? He certainly 
did believe he bad title, for he had a subsisting lease ; and the 
landlord derives title, and seeks to recover in the present 
action under a deed in bis own possession, and locked up in his 
own desk, of which his tenant could have no knowledge what¬ 
ever. With such lease in his possession, and ignorant of the 
rights and power of his landlord, he, for that reason, defended 
his possession; can it be said, that the law was so clear, that 
he was wantonly opposing the legal title of his landlord ? The 
Court will see that no defence could be made from a more firm 
conviction of its rectitude; for the law of the case was unset¬ 
tled ; the Learned Judge (Mr. Justice Heath) who tried it, 
doubted of the law, and the reserved point shewed his doubts 
on the subject: under such circumstances the defendant could 
not be deemed to be wilfully and contumaciously holding over 
the possession, when he was so circumstanced as to be placed 
in this dilemma, that he was either to give up property to 
which he might eventually be found legally entitled, or in case 
he unsuccessfully defended his property, he was to be subjected 
to the penalty of double the value of the lands. 

In legal acceptation, the term wilful is perfectly understood; 
all the determinations upon it refer to the quo ammo the thing 
was done, and important legal distinctions arise on it. In the 
case of Savignac v. Roome^ 6 Term Rep. 1S5, where the 
plaintiff declared in case, and stated in his declaration, that the 
defendant’s servant wilfully drove his carriage against his 
chaise, it was held, that the word wilfitl varied the nature of 
the action, which should have been trespass vi et armtSf and not 
case. By Statute 8 & 9 W. III. chap. 11, in action of trespasa 
vi et armis, where the trespass is proved to be wilful and ma¬ 
licious, full costs are given, though the damages are under ferty 
sbUltngs. What is the test of a wilful trespussi^ Tint the 
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party has had notice, and that he knowingly commits the tree- 
pass. To apply the law under that statute to the present, the 
words of the present act are, “ Who shall wilfully hold over 
after the determination of their estate.” Can a man be said 
wilfully to hold over after the determination of his estate, be¬ 
fore he knows whether that estate is legally determined or not? 
And did the defendant here knbw that his estate was deter- 
'Uined by the notice, until after this Court had decided that it 
was so determined, by the judgment they pronounced upon a 
doubtful point of law ? To subject the party to the effect of a 
wilful act, it must be wilful at the time when it was done; there 
could be no wilful holding over wrongfully while the right was 
doubtful in point of law. 

No case is certainly to be found in the books directly ap¬ 
plying to the point iii question; but it is certainly understood, 
that a case of this sort once occurred before Lord Mansfield, 
in which there bad been a treaty for a further term between 
the landlord and the tenant, but which afterwards went off, the 
tenant having held over during the treaty, and the landlord 
having brought an action for the double value under this act of 
Parliament, Lord Mansfield held the action not to be main¬ 
tainable. (a) 

Lord Chief Baron Macdonald delivered the opinion of the 
Court, and after stating the case, said, The question, therefore, 
is. Whether the action under these circumstances is maintain¬ 
able ? The title of the act is to prevent frauds committed by 
tenants, but the act could never be meant to apply to a case 
where no fraud was intended, and where the resistance to the 
possession was under a fair claim of right. 

The true construction of the act appears to be, That where 
there is Hear contumacy in the tenant, he shall be within the 
penalty of the act; for if there is any doubt; if he had any fair 
ground of defence, and that defence was bond fide taken, it 
would be a bard construction to subject him to a penalty, for 
so it is called in the act, for a fair assertion of his title. 

Was there any contumacy here, or any fraud in the defence? 
The tenant had a lease, though it turned out eventually to be 
a bad one; independent of the reserved rent, he was bound to 
provide a didner for the Bishop and his suite, which was not 
defined in point of expense, and was an addition to the re¬ 
served rent; besides which, the tenant was bound to repair; 

(r) I wu inibrined by Mr. Seijt Lm$ of thiscasc, but he had no note of it. 

though 
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Chough the reserved rent might) therefore, be less than the 1605. 
value, there were additions to it of some impd)rtance, which 
might warrant him in relying on the validity of his lease. 

It IS a strong circumstance as applying to the action itself, Fai*** 


that no authority is produced by the plaintiff’s counsel in 
support of the action. The usual course has always been by an 
action of trespass for the tneSne profits, and there seems to be 
no reason for substituting this action for it, as in trespass for 
the mesne proOta the landlord may recover the full value of the 
land. 

As, therefore, there was no contumacy in this case, nor any 
fraud on the part of the tenant, but a fair holding over under a 
claim of title, and no authority has been offered to us in sup¬ 
port of it, we are all of opinion that the action is not main¬ 
tainable, and that the Postea must be delivered to the de¬ 
fendant. 


SPRING LENT ASSIZES, 1805. 


The King against Davey and Another. 

f jTlHIS was an indictment against the defendants for a nui- what facto 
■ J sance. j**"® evidence 

The nuisance charged in the indictment was, that the de- autndictmOTt 
fendant erected, and caused and procured to be erected, certain foraauisance. 
furnaces and ovens for the burning of coke, whereby great 
quantities of smoke was thrown out and vapour raised ai com¬ 
mune nocumenium of the inhabitants. 

The prosecutors proved, that the ovens did throw out great [ 218 3 
quantities of smoke, the sulphureous smell of which was very 
ofiensive to the inhabitants of tlie adjoining housis; that the 
furniture was spoiled ; and that flakes of fire often came from 
the flue of the furnace, which might have been attended with 
danger. It, however, appeared, that the houses were all in- 
VoL. V. O habited. 
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habited, and, in feet, bad not been diminished in point of value, 
or were less sought after by tenants. 

Heath, J., in summing up, observed to the Jury, that to 
constitute a nuisance it must appear satisfactorily to them that 
the grievance was either destructive to the general health of 
the inhabitants, or rendered their dwellings uncomfortable or 
untenantable. That all the witnesses called appeared to be in 
health, and not to have suffered from the effect of the smoke. 
There was no noxious composition, as arsenic, or any matter 
from which the vapour might be produced, so as to endanger 
the health of the inhabitants; nor had any medical person 
been called to prove any deleterious quality in it. It had been 
stated by one witness, that bis wife’s health had suffered, but 
there was no evidence to shew that her illness proceeded from 
the smoke; she might have been ill from other causes, and the 
jury were not to consider the delicate health of any individual 
as constituting a public nuisance, as some persons could not 
enjoy their healths in the neighbourhood of a city. With re¬ 
spect to the injury to the houses, the smoke caused a sulphu¬ 
reous smell only; it might be unpleasant, and make people 
cough, but it appeared in evidence, that it was most offensive 
in the open air, and when the windows were shut, did not affect 
the houses: then, as to the flashes of fire, they appeared to 
extend but a little way; this was not sufficient, and should 
seem rather to be the object of an action on the case. To make 
this nuisance indictable, it should appear to be more extensive, 
80 much so, as to be generally dangerous. 

Defendant was acquitted. 

Betlf Serjt. and Marryat for the plaintiffl 

Carrow and Andrews for the defendant. 
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Rex against Skinner. 


T his was an indictmen(f against the defendant, Alderman if there has 
Skinner, for not repairing seventy-five feet of a ditch 
bounding a certain part of the highway leading from Mitcham on the high- 
to Ewell, 

It appeared in evidence, that this part of the road had for- SaXsiTand 
merly been a washway, bounded on one side by the land occu- repairs that 
pied by, and belonging to the defendant. There had been an 
archway from the road into the premises of defendant, which which was in- 

bad formerly belonged to a Mr. Barlow, encroachment 

The road had been raised six feet, and the washway wharfed once, and 

on the side up to the highway. lolhetrustew 

Mr. Barlow wishing to change the entrance into the premises, or parish to 
took the archway away, and made ^another as an entrance into repair in 
another part of the premises. Upon taking away the archway, shairnofbe 
Mr. Barlow wharfed up the part adjoining to the road, being liable in 
the extent of the old archway that had been taken away ff 
twenty-five years before; and Mr. Barlow had at different prietor of the 
times repaired it, when it had become out of repair. fand has%r 

The above facts were proved by the prosecutors. The de- any length of 
fence was, that the old archway was an encroachment, that 
being so, the party who had made it was liable to keep it in ofhisliabi- 
repair, while it so continued; but that when it was removed, hty,.unless 
if the party reinstated the ditch adjoining the road once, and posftiv^eTi- 
left it in a perfect state of repair, that it was sufficient: and for dence of en- 
that purpose cited Rex v. Stoughton, 1 Sound. 160, and ex 
parte Armitage, Ambkr Reps, they then contended, that Mr. ^ J 
Barlow having, upon taking away the archway, wharfod up the 
ditch to the road side, and so perfectly repaired the ditch, that 
the onus of future repair could not be thrown on the defendant, 
who had succeeded him. 

Hsath, J. This indictment consists of two counts; the 
first charges the defendant to be liable to the repair by reason 
of the tenure of certain lands abutting on this ditdh, which is 
the boundary of the highway; and the second charges bis 
liability by reason of his occupation of the lands. The de¬ 
fendant says^ there was an archway leading from the road into 

O 2 his 
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JS05. his premises, which wns an encroachment, but which having 
“ been removed by his predecessor, and the embankment being 

perfectly made, no liability attaches on him to repair; but I 
Skinisbr. see nothing- to warrant us in saying, that this *was an encroach- 

*[ 221 3 mcnt. No evidence is given of the time when it was erected; 

if that had been done, it might then have appeared that it was 
an encroachment, and the law would have been as cited by the 
counsel; but here all the evidence speak of the old arch and 
of the water passing under, and speak of it as existing out of 
all memory. But usage is in questions of this sort always to 
be attended to ; if Mr. Barlow had contented himself with re¬ 
pairing it once, and then left it to the trustees of the road, or 
the parishioners, to have afterwards repaired it, it would have 
the appearance of an encroachment, but he for twenty-five 
years, at diiferent times, repaired it; that shews his sense of 
his own liability, and is consistent with the case of the prose¬ 
cutors. 

The jury found the defendant guilty. 

Shepherdf Serjt. and Morris for the prosecutor. 

Garrow, the Common Serjeant Kmwli/s, and Marryat^ for 
the defendant. 



Doe ox deni. Churchwardens of Croydon, 
against Cook. 

T l^lS was an ejectment brought under an inclosure act to 
recover the possession of certain sand-pits on Shirley 
Common^ in the parish of Croydon. The common had been 
divided under an inclosure act, and the pits were claimed by 
the plaintifT under an allotment. 

*The defendant relied that the pits were distinct from the 
soil, and had been leased by the Lord of the Manor, they being 
copyhold. 

To prove the fact, the defendant’s counsel produced an ex¬ 
amined copy from the books of the Lord of the Manor, to this 
purpose; “ A. D. 1774, at a view of Frank Pledge^ 8^c. The 
homage present that Thomas Parry, Esq., held all the piece 
of waste land on Shirley Common, in the parish of Croydon, 
together with all the sand-pits and gravel-pits then made, or to be 

made;’ 
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madethey then offered in further evidence similar proof of 
other subsequent demises. 

Beslf Serjt. objected that this evidence was inadmissible. 
That the premises appeared to be copyhold, and it should ap¬ 
pear that they were demisable by custom ; that could only ap¬ 
pear by entries from the bopks themselves, that the premises 
had been so demised, and that this could not be established by 
an entry of a demise no farther back than the year 1774. To 
establish this, therefore, the books themselves should be pro¬ 
duced, in order to refer to antecedent entries, by which the 
custom to demise could be established. 

Heath, J. said he would receive them in evidence, and they 
were admitted. 


Read ag;(finst Roimiadaile and Others. 

T his was an action of trespass against the defendant, the 
late slicrifl’of .Swrry, and others, for breaking and en¬ 
tering the plaintifl‘’s house, seizing and taking his goods stated 
in the declaration. 

The defendant pleaded, first, Not (luilty ; secondly, That in 
Trinity Ternj, 44 Geo. 3. one William Henry Surman^ by the 
consideration and judgment of the Court, did recover against 
one Joseph Momhrun the sum of 301. as well by reason of the 
non-performance of several promises and undertakings of the 
said Joseph Mombrun^ as for his costs and charges by him in 
that suit expended, of which the said Joseph Momhrun was 
convicted, as appears by the record, &c. It then set out the 
writ of fi. fa. issued on that judgment, and justified the entry 
under that writ. 

Replication de injuria sun propria. 

The plaintiff proved the taking of the goods and their value, 
and that they belonged to the plaintiff, and not to Joseph Mom- 
brun the defendant in that action. 

The defendants’ counsel in proof of their plea produced an 
office copy of the Judgment. The action had been brought 
against Momhrun, as the acceptor of a bill of exchange, on 
which there had been a judgment by default, and it had been 
referred to the prothonotary, who had taxed principal, interest, 

and 
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and costs,' upon which final judgment had been signed. The 
office copy of judgment set out the declaration and judgment by 
«i7 dicitj wherefore the said William Henry ought to recover 
against the said Joseph his damages by occasion of the premisesy 
and hereupon the said William Henry, here in Court, remits 
to the said Joseph all such damages as he the said William 
Henry hath sustained by reason of the premises in 9d, 3d, 4lhy 
and last counts of thedcclaration mentioned, therefore the said 
is free from those damages; and thereupon the said Wil¬ 
liam Henry prays judgment and his damages by occasion of the 
premises, in the first count of the declaration mentioned t and 
because it appears that the said William Henry hath sustained 
damages by reason of the premises in the first count of the 
declaration mentioned, to the amount of 131. besides his costs 
and charges; therefore it is considered, that the said William 
Henry recover against the said Joseph his damages by occasion 
of the premises in the said first count of the said declaration 
mentioned, to be adjudged to him, &c. 

It was objected that this evidence did not support the pica. 
That the plea set out, that the plaintiff in the action of Surman 
V. Mombrun, had judgment recovered against the defendant 
for the sum of 30/. by reason of the non>performance of the 
several promises and undertakings in the declaration mentioned; 
whereas the judgment was not a judgment to recover by reason 
of the non-performance of several promises and undertakings, 
but of one only, namely, that laid in the first count. 

Heath J. ruled it to be a variance, and that it did not sus¬ 
tain the pleay 

Verdict for the defendant. 

Garrow and -Lawes for the plaintiff*. 

Besti Serjt.and Comyn for the defendant. 
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Hullman against Bennett. 

T his vtas an action on the case by the plaintiff as the owner Oeclaratioa 
of certain goods shipped on board a vessel called the case, for 

Triton^ against the defendant, as owner of a certain other 
vessel. nagiDgi aad 

The declaration stated the grievance thus, That the defend- ^2ich 
ant, by his then servant, so negligently, carelessly, and unskil- another ^ip 
fully steered and directed the said vessel of the defendant, that injureoiis 
by and through such negligence, unskilfulness of steering, nia- byVvISenc^ 
naging, and directing the said vessel of the defendant, she vio- shewingthatit 
lently drove and ran foul *of the said ship called the Triton, by from^undtil. 
which the injury was occasioned. fully stowing 

It appeared in evidence, that the plaintiff and defendant’s thariTcau’ht 
vessels were sailing in different directions; that the defendant’s holdofthe^ 
vessel carried her anchor on her side, and in great part under gncTbr^s i’ 
water, and that the anchor had, in fact, taken the Triton, and to her side!” 

broke *[ 227 ] 
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broke into her side, by which the goods had been damaged, so 
that, in fact, the injury was caused by the unskilful and impro¬ 
per mode of carrying her anchor. 

The SoUdlor-General^ upon this evidence, objected, that the 
injury proved did not correspond with the declaration : that the 
injury was not occasioned, as laid in the declaration, by any 
act of steering, directing, or managing the vessel, but from her 
improperly carrying.jher anchor, and the evidence, therefore, did 
notsupport the declaration. 

It was answered by ErsJcine, that the suflfering the anchor to 
remain in the state it was when the injuiyr happened, was a 
neglect of the master and those connected in the navigating the 
ship, inasmuch as it was their duty to keep her in proper trim, 
and her anchor properly stowed. So that, in fact, the injury 
had proceeded from the negligence of the captain in improperly 
steering and navigating the vessel. . . ^ , 

Lord Ellen ROBouGii said, that the evidence must corre¬ 
spond with the declaration, and he was of opinion that the cause 
to which the damage laid in the declaration was ascribed, was 
not the true one, nor did the injury arise from the negligent or 
careless steering, or directing the vessel, but from another 
cause, namely, the improper stowing of the anchor, and though 
the plaintiff might have laid the grievance in his declaration so 
as to bring it within the actual cause of the injury, he thought 
he had not done it here. 

Verdict for the defendant. ^ 

Erskincy Garrow, and Taddy, for the plaintiff. 

SolicUor^General, Park^ and Lawes, for the defendant. 

Hullman against Bennett. 

Mr. Erskine moved for a new trial on the ground of misdi¬ 
rection in the Judge, but the Court refused the rule. 
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Kendray against Hodgson, Gent, one, &c. 


Majf SI. 


T his was an action of trover, to recover four bills of ex¬ 
change. 

The circumstances of the case were these :—A commission 
of bankfrupthad issued against the plaintitf; the defendant was 
concerned for several bill-holders, and sued out the commission. 
After it had been proceeded in, the parties came to an arrange¬ 
ment by which it was agreed that 298t. worth of goods which had 
been taken under the commission, and which were, in fact, the 
property of the bankrupt’s f.ither, should be given up to the 
assignees, and there should be also given a bill for *S00t. in con¬ 
sideration of which the defendant, Mr. Hodgson^ entered into 
an agreement, by which it was agreed, that on payment of the 
money, the bills in question should be given up. A bill was 
accordingly given, and afterwards paid; Mr. Hodgson was then 
called upon to deliver up the bills, which not being complied 
with, this action was brought. 

A paper was produced in which the bills were scheduled. 
The Solicitor*General objected, this action could not be sus¬ 
tained ; he relied that the character in which the defendant had 
entered into the agreement was that of an agent, or as attorney 
for others, who were, in fact, the creditors as bill-holders, not 
on his own account. That he had a power to bind his princi¬ 
pals, and, in fact, had done so, to which principals the plaintiff 
should have^ecoursc: exclusive of which, there was no evi¬ 
dence of the defendant being now in ])ossession of the bills; 
so that he could give them up. 

The plaintiff relied on Perkins v. Smithy 1 Wits. u38. 

Lord RtiLENBououGH said, the question was. Whether the 
defendant entered into the agreement to deliver bills as an at¬ 
torney, or in his own personal capacity. There was no reason 
why an attorney might not so subject himself; even then it did 
not appear who was to be sued, if Hodgson the defendant was 

nut. 
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not. the schedule it seemed that the bills were in the hands 
of Hodgsonj so that they then could be given up; and, in fact, 
from the representation of the witness, he had entered into a 
personal engagement. If he entered into the engagement asan 
agent or attorney, he should have so represented himself on the 
instrument. 

It afterwards appeared, that he^ had signed t^ schedule as the 
attorney for the biH-holders, and not on hisoiwn account, upon 
which his Lordship said, it altered the case, and the action could 
not be supported. 

ErskinCy Topping, and Rainey for the plaintiff. 

Solicitor-Generaly GarroWy and Marr^at, for tlie defendant. 


Rex against Buod. 

T his was an information filed by leave of the Court against 
the defendant for a libel on Lord Saint Vincenty charge 
ing him with divers acts of misconduct while first Lord of the 
Admiralty, in a pamphlet published by the defendant. 

The libel charged, That at the time of the publication, 
while Lord Saint Vincent was and continued first Lord of the 
' Admiralty,*’ &c. the prosecutor put in the patent appointing 
Lord Saint Vincent First Lord of the Admiralty in order to 
prove that averment, that at the time of publishing the libel he 
was so. 

DaliaSy of counsel for the defendant, objected, that the proof 
of the noble Lord’s appointment was not sufficient, without 
shewing its continuance down to the time of the publication, the 
averment being that the libel was published while he was first 
Lord,” &c. 

Lord Ellenborouoh said, tha* it was sufficient to prove 
the appointment, that it was evidence to prove the commence¬ 
ment of a thing which was alleged, and that its determination 
must be proved by the other party, if they wished to avail them- 
selvea of it. 

The defendant was found guilty. 

Solicitor-Generalf Garrow, Janisf and Dumpier^ for the 
prosecution. 

Dallas and Talbot for the defendant* 
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Rex against Cassano. 

T his was an information filed by the Attorney-General 
against th^^fendant, wh'owasa bookseller living in j’o// 
Mall for a misdemeanor, in attempting to brib*a an officer of the 
customs, to pass some books which had been imported from 
Holland on account of the defendant. 

The mode of charging the offence in the information was, 
that the defendant offered a bribe to one tT. JP. then being an 
officer of the customs, to let the goods be conveyed to another 
place, thfin the quay or wharf appointed for the landing of them^ 
according to the form of the statute in such case made and 
provided,*’!-and averred that an order had been made to land 
them at the quay or wharf appointed for the landing such 
goods. 

*By the statute I2th of Charles the 2d, goods are to be landed 
at a wharf or quay as there directed. 

The taking of the goods from on board the ship, and putting 
them into a cart, was proved ; but the order from the officer for 
the delivery of the goods was proved to be to deliver them at 
the King’s warehouse. It was then given in evidence, that the 
King's warehouses stood on the quay, that the goods were landed 
at the quay, or wharf, after which they were carried across, 
and then deposited in the King's warehouses. 

Upon this evidence, it was objected tbat the evidence varied 
from the information. That the information stated, that the 
order given by the officer of the customs for the delivery was, 
at the wharf or quay ; whereas the order produced was for the 
landing of the goods at the King’s warehouses. It was an¬ 
swered by the Solicitor-General^ that the averment was “ at the 
quay or wharf appointed for the landing thereof according to 
the form of the statute,” and the statute 12 Cha.9,. directs, that 
they shall only be landed at a quay or wharf directed by law: 
that the King’s warehouse was on the wharf or quay, so that, in 
fact, it was but one delivery. The order, therefore, to deliver 
at the King’s warehouse was virtually an order to deliver at 
the wharf or quay. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH. It is the duty of the officer to point 
out in the order, specifically, the quay or wharf at which the 

goods 
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goods are to be delivered. The averment is, “ Delivered at a 
qoay«or wharf appointed for the landing, &c.** The King's 
warehouse *18 not a quay or wharf, they are distinct things; the 
goods are landed at the wharf, and then they must be trans¬ 
ported across it, and deposited in the King’s warehouse : non 
cons/at but they might be brought in by lapd, without being 
landed at the quay or wharf a't all. In a^^minal case the 
prosecutor must np| vary in the proof. The averdient is, “ That 
the goods were to be delivered at the quay or wharfthe order 
produced is, to be delivered at the King’s warehouse. It is a 
variance, and the defendant must be acquitted. 

The Solicitor-GenertUj Erskine^ GarroWy and Dampiery for 
the prosecution. 

Taunton for the defendant. *.. 


Kirwan against Cockburn. 

T his was an action of assumpsit on a special agreement 
stated in the declaration, by which the defendant agreed 
to exchange his commission for a commission of a lieutenant in 
the 60th regiment then held by the plaintiff, and by which the 
*defendaijiC undertook that his commission should produce the 
sum of 550/. It then averred, that the exchange had taken 
place, and that the defendant had been appointed to the plain¬ 
tiff’s commission in the 60th regiment, but the defendant’s 
commission had sold for 400/. only, and the action was brought 
to recover the difference in price. 

To prove the appointment of the defendant to the plaintiff’s 
commissipn in the 60th regiment a clerk of Mr. Bownasy the 
army agent, was called. He produced The London Gassette. 
He was asked if he found there the name of the defendant ga¬ 
zetted for a lieutenancy in the GOth regiment in the room of the 
plaintiff. 

Lord Ellen borough asked if they meant to prove the ap¬ 
pointment of the defendant by that evidence only. 

Garrow, for the defendant, said, that officers in the army re¬ 
ceived a commission signed by the king, which was the best evi¬ 
dence. That there had been no notice to produce the defend¬ 
ant’s commission,. upon the non-production of which the ga¬ 
zette 
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zette might be evidence; that the mere production of the ga¬ 
zette could not be evidence, as it was frequent in the gazette to 
announce that a commission mentioned in a former gazette had 
not taken place. 

It was answered by the plaintiff's counsel, that they had no 
other evidence, Jbut they relied that the gazette was a public 
paper, and adiilRted as evidence of all public appointment; 
that, in fact, the Wage was never to gazette officer for a com¬ 
mission until the money was actually paid ; ''"l^hat having shewn 
his appointment by the gazette, the Wfendaiit should shew that 
it had been recalled. 

Lord Ellexsoiiough said, that the gazette was of itself 
clearly not sufficient evidence. That the commission itself was 
the best evidence, which the defendant should have had notice 
to produce, and on not producing it the gazette might be admit* 
ted. .Re, therefore, nonsuited the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Const for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant. 
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Whauam against Routledge. * June 7. 


T his was an action of trespass for taking the plaintiff’s 
goods. 

The defendant was (he assignee under a commission of bank¬ 
ruptcy which had issued against the plaintiff, and the taking of 
the goods in question was under the commission. 

The plaintiff contested the validity of the commission on the 
ground that the petitioning creditor’s debt accrued after the 
plaintiff had ceased to be a trader, so that it could not support 
the commission. 

He proved accordingly, that in November, 1802, he had 
ceased to manufacture the articles in which he had before 
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dealt, which were patent stirrups, and the person employed to 
manufacture them produced bis book of work done which 
charged the plaintiff with work done up to that time, but not af¬ 
terwards. 

The defendant’s counsel called for that book. 


It 
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It was answered, that they should have the book, provided it 
was then to be received in evidence. 

The defendant’s counsel required to see it first. 

Lord Ellenborougii. You cannot a^ for a book of the 
opposite party, and be determined upon the inspection of it, 
whether you will use it or *not. If you call for it, you make 
it evidence for the other side, if ‘they think fit to use it. 

The defendant’s counsel proved that subsequent to iVbu. 
1803, the plaintifi'had written letters to different persons on the 
subject of furnishing them with stirrups; and a witness proved 
the packing up of a hamper of stirrups, which was sent from 
his house, but the witness did not know to whom, nor was there, 
in fact, any specific sale proved of any thing subsequent to iVb- 
vetnier, 1802. 

Lord Ellenborough. There is a great difference between 
a man leaving trade, and trade leaving him. If a man has car¬ 
ried on a manufactory, his ceasing actually to work it does not 
for that reason make him cease to be an object of the bankrupt 
laws, if he continues to solicit orders, and holds himself out to 
the world as capable of executing orders in the course of the 
trade; if he does so, he still continues liable to be made a 
bankrupt. 

The Jury found for the defendant. 

Erskine and Laises for the plaiiitifip. 

Garrow and Park for the defendant. 
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IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 
SITTINGS AFTER TERM. 


Tuck and Another, Executors of Carter, against 

Ruggles, Esquire. juiy is. 


T his was an action of assumpsit for work and labour done 
by the testator as an architect. 

In 1793, the jury presented the gaol of the liberty of Bur^ 
St, Edmund's in Suffolk^ as being ruinous. 

In Fthruaryy 1794, the Magistrates, at their Sessions, entered 
into a resolution to rebuild the said gaol, and that an advertise¬ 
ment should be inserted in the newspaper for plans or estimates 
to be adopted for the gaol about to be erected. 

A committee of the justices acting for the division was ap¬ 
pointed, one of whom was the defendant Ruggles, Carter^ the 
testator, in his life-time, was an architect, and had with others 
sent in his plans and estimates, and his were adopted by the 
committee. There was no time fixed for the commencement 
of the work, and it was afterwards abandoned, and this action 
was brought to recover a sum of 500/. for the plans and esti¬ 
mates which had been given in and approved of. 

For the defendant it was contended, that the action could not 
be supported, that the action was against the defendant acting 
as a magistrate in sessions, for an act done as one of the magis¬ 
trates acting for the division. The case of Macbeath v. Hal- 
dimand^ 1 Term Reports^ was cited to shew that a man acting 
under the authority of government, and not on his own account, 
was not liable, and it was urged, that the defendant was acting 
here in the same character. 

The statute S4th Geo. 3. c. 54. was cited respecting the build¬ 
ing of gaols, and a power is there given to provide for the ex¬ 
penses. That the defendant here was, therefore, acting only 
under the act, and as a member of the committee. 
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Vide Hex v. Glamorgan^ 5 Term Rep. SJ79. 

Mansfield, C. J. ruled, that the action was not maintain¬ 
able, that all that had been don^, was as a member of the quarter 
session!: thatu single magistrate c^uld ||pt be liable, as he 
might be ruined by such a charge. It was not the act of the 
defendant in his individual capacity, or as a single magistrate, 
but the jotiit aht of the sessions.* ^ 

Nonsuit. * 

Cockelly Seijt. and Omyn for the plamtilT. 

ShepherdixuA Best Serjts. for the defendant. 
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Clark dgainsi Manstone. 

* 

T HIS'was. a special action on the case. The declaration 
stated, that in consideration that the plaintijfT had pur- 
chasedj and the defendant Had sold a large quantity, to wit, 
thirty tons of soil or breeze at, and for the price, or sum of 
seven shillings per ton, the defendant undertook to deliver the 
same', 'when required, and then assigned a breach in the non- 
.^elivery. 

The plaintiff proved the agreement for the purchase of the 
quantity of soil, and at the price stated in the declaration, 
which be»described to be the dust or small particles of ashes, 
and which was used by brick-makers. Being asked what was 
meant %y breeze, he described, it as a part also of ashes, but 
which contained cinders which would burn in the bricic-kiln, 
and was also used in hot-houses, so that, in factj it contained 
the finer I>articles of the a^hes, which w^s detibtninated soil, 
with the-addition of cinders. 

LenSf ^ei^t. objected, that there was a variance. The con¬ 
tract stated was on.thO.^le of soil or breeze, that when words 
are so coupled .they niust be synonymous ; he instanced the 
case of a messuage or tenement, but that here it. being proved 
that sbil and’breeze weire diffeiiretit things, there was a variance 
clearly. : , ■ ‘ 

- It was answered, that it Was auidicient for the plaintiff , to 
prove enough of his declaration tq^emtUiSs him to the action. 
The declaration being in the alternative, and t^ having 

proved 



EASTER TERM, 45 GEO. III. 

proved a contract to deliver soil, he was entitled to recover for 
that. 

Mansfield, C.,J. s^id, the declaration was on a contract 
which was not thatlaid in the declaration, and that the plaintiff 
should be nonsuited. 

Shepherd^ Serjt. and Espimsse for the plaintiff. 

Lens, Seijt. for'the defendant. 


Champion against Plummer. 

fnr^HIS was a special action on the case against the defendant 

I for breach of a special agreement. The declaration stated, 
tlmt the plaintiff bought and purchased of the defendant divers, 
to wit, thirty puncheons of treacle, at 37s. to be delivered the 
10th of December^ twenty puncheons to be delivered on the 
3lstof Oclober^vii 3Gs. Gd. the other ten at 37s. on the 10thof 
November^ and breach assigned in the non-delivery. 

To prove the sale, the plaintiff called his clerk. He stated 
the agreement from his memorandum book in which it had been 
entered : the entry was thus written : 

Bought of William Plummer twenty puncheons of treacle 
to be delivered by 10th December. 

Wm. Plummy.' 

Twenty puncheons of treacle 36s, 6d.—1 Nov. say 37s.— 
31 Ocl. Wm. Plummer. 

and on another leaf • - a 37s.” 

Th is was the evidence offered of the contract. Upon which 
Sliephcrdf Serjt. of counsel for the defendant, objected, that-no 
contract was legally proved to entitle the plaintiff to recover. 
That the statute of frauds in cases of executory agreements, 
such as the present, required that there should be a note in 
writing of the contract, which should be signed by the contract¬ 
ing parties ; that in this case it was signed by the defendant 
only, and not by the plaintiff, or bis agent; the plaintiff was 
the buyer and his name was not mentioned at all, so that thexon- 
tract could applyr to any person whatever; he could not be com¬ 
pelled to {lerform his contract for want of a note in writing, and 

VoL. V. P yet 
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called upon-JRe defendant to perform the contract, so that 

there wa« no mutuality whatever. 

Best Serit. for the defendant, contended,, Orat what was re¬ 
quired hy the statute was a « note of raerodrandum in writing 
of the bargain.to be made or signed by the parties to be charged, 
or by their agents lawfully authorised.” That here the defend¬ 
ant, who wa« the party charged, had signed tlll|pte, and had, 

therefore, satisfied the statute. 

Mansfield, C. J. said, he was of opinion that the sale was 

void. That the statute meant to make the obligation 
and to bind equally both contracting parties; the words of the 
act were not parti/ to be charged, but the parties, P 
number; meaning that each should be liable on his default. 
This note did not specify any buyer; it might apply to the plain- 
tilF, or to any one else. 

The'plaintilf was nonsuited. 

Best, Seijt. and Marri/at for the plaintiff. 

Shepherd, Serjt, for the defendant. 

Vide Jones v. Ashburnham, 4 East. 455. 
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Penn against Scholey and Domvili,, Sheriffs of 

London. 

T his was an action against the defendants for a false return if an cxecu" 

of nuila bonOf to a writ fieri fexias issued against a 

person of the name of Frost. dulent, on the 

ground that 

the defendant in that execution had but a short time previous issued an execution against 
the then plaintiff on an old Mrarrant of attorney, in which he had sworn that tlie then 
plaintiff was indebted to him, the affidavit so made is evidence, after proof of the issuing 
of an execution upon a Judgmeot signed on that affidavit. 

P2 The 
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1H)5. The sheriffs were nominal defendants, being indemniffed by 
' the house of C^dwyn and Co. who had also levied an execu- 

^g^tut t*®** against Frost, and had indemnified the sheriffs for the 
ScHotBY. return they made. 

The question turned upon the fact of whether Penn the 
plaintiff'^s debt.was bond fide or not, it beings admitted, that his 
execution was'first put into Frost's house, and of course en¬ 
titled to priority, if it was well founded. 

The defendant’s case was, that the execution was fraudulent; 
in support of that case it was stated, that in April) 1803, Penn, 
the plaintiflj was indebted to Frost in 200/. for which he gave 
a bond and warrant of attorney: that in 1804, the money not 
being paid, £tnd Frost wishing to enter up judgment on it, which 
could only bo done by motion, on an affidavit of the party 
swearing that the money was due. Frost had employed a Mr. 
Webb, an attorney, to enter up the judgment, and Frost made 
the necessary affidavit, stating the money to be then unpaid. 
Execution was sued out upon the judgment so signed, but an 
arrangement then took place, and another warrant of attorney 
was given. Upon this latter warrant of attorney, in Julj/ 
1804, Frost entered up judgment, and issued execution : while 
the writ was in the sheriffs’ hands, Frost agreed not to lc\y 
under the execution, bat to take an acceptance of Mr. Zoisk- 
inglon for 100/, and to give time for the rest. 

This transaction being so recent, was relied upon by de¬ 
fendants’ counsel, as establishing an existing debt in Juljt/, and 
' 2l5 1 paid, as clearly establishing that it was im¬ 

possible that Frost could be a debtor to Frost in the month of 
November fallowing, at which time the warrant of attorney on 
which Penn's present execution was founded was stated to 
have been given. 

The defendant proved the execution at the suit of Frost in 
July, and offered in evidence the affidavit sworn by FioU for 
the purpose of entering up judgment on the warrant of attorney; 
on which that judgment was signed, in which he swore that the 
sum of 200/. secured by the warrant of attorney was then un¬ 
satisfied and unpaid. 

It was objected that this was res inter alios acta, and inad¬ 
missible. 

Lord EiiDEirBORouou said it was admissible; the defend¬ 
ants’ case was, that there was fraud in the judgment set up by 
the plaintiff, and under which he then claimed, and to prove it 

1 he 
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he had given in evidence on execution sued out by Frost against 
Penn in Jul^, a short time preceding this execution of Penn 
against Frosty as evidence of there being then no debt then due 
from Frost to Penn, but that Penn was then the debtor. This 
affidavit was part of that transaction, of the m gesta at the 
time; it was accordingly read in evidence. 

The defendant had a verdict. 

Gatrozo, JLawes, and Gsh^ey, for the plaintifit 
Erskine and Espinasse for the defendant. 


Wheeler, Assignee of Bryan, against Atkins. 

T rover for Wlls of exchange the property of the bank¬ 
rupt. 

A witness in the cause had been examined on interroga¬ 
tories. 

The interrogatoi ics wore produced in evidence. In one of 
the interrogatories a letter was referred to. The plaintifi*’» 
Counsel called for the letter. 

It was said by the defendant’s counsel that they would not 
produce it, but would abandon the interrogatory entirely. 

This wab opposed by the plaintiff’s counseL 
LiOid Ellcnburquou ruled, that they could not do so, 
abandon an interrogatory ill part, but they must abandon the 
whole; that if thetiefendant, therefore, wished to use his in¬ 
terrogatories, he uiubt produce the letter referred to. 

Erskine, Park, and Richardson, for the plaintiff 
Soiicitor-Generai, Garrow, and Marry at, for the defeudaut 
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91 ’ 

Stevens against Hill. 




T his was an action of assumpsit. The 6r8t count was 
against Oie defendant, as the acceptor of a bill of exchange 
drawn by Admiral Smith on the d^dlidant his agent; the others 
were the money counts. 

The bill h%d been burnt by accident, and the plaintiff gave 
parol evidence of it. 

The defendant wap a navy agent, and the bill was drawn 
by Admiral Smith, in this form: Out of my half-pay, which 
will become due the first of January, pay to Stevens 1^.*' 

This was bought to Hill, who said he had then no money 
of Admiral Smith's in his hands, but that he would pay it out 
of the admiral^s money when he received it. 

Admiral Smith was called. He produced an account fur¬ 
nished by HUl as his agent, containing an account of monies 
received at different times on the AdmiraFs account, and also of 
the bills drawn by him on Hill, on which there was a balance 
of 41/. due to Hill. 


It was objected by Garrow, first, that the plaintiff could not 
recover on the count on the bill, as it appeared to be not a bill 
of exchange, it being drawn on a parlicular fund, and not 
payable generally, which was necessary to constitute a legal 
bill of exchanj^e. 

[ 248 3 This counf was abandoned by the Solicitor-General, who 
said, that hc^shobld go on the count for money bad and re¬ 
ceived. 

To this it xffBs answered, that the engagement of Hill was to 
pay the ^bill When he had money of Admiral’s Smith's in his 
hand, and tbe^ it appfeared by the accouut which was produced 
by Admiral Smith, that the A^irel was the debtor of Hill, 
and of course that Hill had no funds his hands, out of which 
only the llill Was to lie paid. 

Lord ELLi^N.noBouGii, having taken the paper produced, In 
which the receipts of money and the entries of bills were put 
under their iiespectiye dates, observed, that though on the 
general balan^ a sum of 40/. was due to the defendant, yet by 
referring to dates it would appear that Hill after the day the 
bill was brought to him for acceptance, and after his declaration 


as 
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as proved, and before he had been called upon to make any 
payment, had received money of Admiral Smith's more than 
sufficient to answer this Ijill. It was, therefore, his duty to 
have reserved for that bill^' and not to have paid other drafts 
subsequently d^wn. He was not, therefore, protected by sub¬ 
sequent payments. His Lordship added, that a similar case of 
an army agent had occurred'before Lord Kehtom, in which 
the agent had'promised lb'|iay the draft of a {wrson on him, 
and having neglected to do so, an action was brought, that he 
was of counsel for the defendant in that cause, aiid argued that 
this promise of the agent was nudum paetmti but Lord Ken yox 
over-ruled the objection, and held that it was an appropriation 
of so much to the use of the holder of the draft, and made him 
liable ^ the receipt of any money upon the credit of which it 
was drawn. 

Verdict for plaintiff on three counts. 

Solicitor-General and Beclcel for the plaintiff. 

Garrou) and Lawes for the defendant. 
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Parker and Rich against IlAKCOuiiT. 


Julij/ 91b 


A ssumpsit on an Attorney’s bill. 

The plaintiff proved (he regular deliveryof his bill, ainl 
gave general evidence of employment. 

The defence was, that the plaintiff had been employed by the 
defendant under a written agreement to the following effect, 
which was produced, and was jn these, words. 

In consideration of Mr. Hurcourt having appointed me his 
solicitor, and of the emolument which I shall receive from 
preparing his leases, I undertake to conduct Such suits as he 
shall be concerned in, without any charge, e.\cept tliotees and 
disbursements actually out of pocket.” Signed by Mr. Parkery 
one ofthe plaintiffs. , 

Upon this being read, it was contended, that this was an 
answer to the case, and Uie nioitcy actually expended having 
been paid, that the plaintiff could not recover tor the business 
done. 

Parky in answer, propose to pcpve^ that the defeuilaiit had, 

* -e 
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during the time that the plaintiff ivas supposed to have acted 
under this agreement, employed *other attornies, who had done 
business for him. This, he contended, put an end to the agree¬ 
ment ; but he relied upon a prelinriinary objection, that this 
was not binding on the plaintifis, it having-been entered into 
by ooe partner only, (Mr. Parker), which he contended did 
not bind the other. 

Lord EllenB onouGH said, that it was an agreement entered 
into by one in the course of the business which was conducted 
by both, and should be binding. 

Lord Ellenborough then asked Park upon what ground 
it could be supported that the agreement was void. 

He said, that the agreement having been entered into, by. 
which the plaintiff bad given up certain legal claims t 0 r which 
he would otherwise have been entitled, in consideration of his 
receiving certain advantages; that the defendant by not giving 
him those advantages was guilty of a fraud, and could not avail 
himself of the agreement, as far as he was to be benefited, 
when he had not performed that by which the other party were 
to be so too. 

Lord Ellenborough said he was of opinion, that while 
the ngreement subsisted, nothing could be recovered except the 
money out of pocket. Each party had distinct and collateral 
things to perform. If the plaintiffs thought that Mr. I/ar- 
court gave part of his business to other attornies, they should 
have put an end to the agreement by giving notice to the d&> 
fendant of their intention to do so, but till that was done they 
were bound to abide by the agreement, or they should have 
sued for breach of the agreement; for it could not be expected 
that the defendant could come prepared to meet the chfirge im¬ 
puted to him in an action n^rfly for business done. 

Park then suggested, that as great part of the bill was in 
attending arbitrations, that they could not be called suits in the 
terms of the agreement. * ^ 

Lord Ellenborough. Tliatk'h suit which any man in¬ 
stitutes in the form of a legal proceeding to recover what iie 
claims as a matter of right; an arbitmtron is such a proceeding, 
and is a suit which Messrs. Parker and Rich were bound tu 
conduct under the terms of the agreeinciit. 

The plaintiffs were nonsuited. 

Park and Wigle^ for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Garrow for the defendant. 
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Duckham against Wallis. Jiiljf 15. 

A ssumpsit by the plaintiff, as the indorsee of a bill of Where in ati 
exchange drawn by Evans, and by him indorsed to 
Sawkes, who indorsed to the plaintiff. hill, the dc- 

The bill was dated in the year 1802, the plaintiff proved the [{ie'defen^nl 
hands writing of the several parties, and there rested his case, had settled it 
*Thc defence relied on was, that this bill had been indorsed 
to the plaintiff after it was due; that when it became due it holder when 
was in the hands of Evans, and that it had been settled in 
account between Evans and the defendant, so that Evans could toukitaflurit 
maintain no action on it against Wallis the defendant, and it became due,^ 
was, therefore, concluded, that according to the authority of byth^jwiSIn 
the case of Seek v. Rohley, 1 Hen. lilack. Rep. 89, the de- represented as 
fondant was let into the same defence against the plaintiff ;jj,*ioree*!fwhcn 
which ho could have had against Evans, the plaintiff having itbccamcduc. 
become possessed of it after it became due. ‘f 

« llGllCOy IlO 

To establish this case, Garroxo, for the defendant, called a should him- 
witiiess, who stated, that he had seen the bill in Evans's pos- self be called, 
session after it became dpe. He was then asked as to the *[ 3 

account which Evans gave of the transaction as between him 
and Wallis, to shew that as between Evans and the dcfoiidaiit 
the bill was discharged itiid finally settled in account. 

This was objected to by tile plaintiff’s counsel; they contended 
that what Evans liad said was not evidence. It was not the 
best evidence, as Evans himself might be called to prove the 
transaction, and state whetlier, in fact, the defendant had so 
settled the bill as bad liecn stated. 

It was answered by the defendant’s counsel, that the rule of 
law was, that the defendant might set up the same defence 
against the plaintiff suing as the indorsee subsequent to Evans, 

which 
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1805. which he could against Evans, so that what would be evidence 
DucIi^M Evans should be evidence against the plaintiff, and as 

against there could be no doubt that Evans's own ^declarations could be 

Wauis. evidence against himself, it was equally clear that they should 

*f 253 3 be received as evidence against the plaintiff. 

Lord Ellen BOROUGH said, he thought the evidence rnad- 
missible; though a bill had been'indorsed after it became doe, 
if a full and valuable consideration had been paid, he did not 
know why the holder might not recover on the bill, subject, 
nevertheless, to the case put, of its being discharged by the de< 
fendant; but it would be incumbent on him to prove the con* 
sideration paid, and of that the plaintiff should give evidence. 
That the ^ct of the bill having been paid when due, and 
settled in account with the defendant, was easily proved by 
calling Evans liiniself, or by the evidence of third persons; but 
what Evans had said was not the best evidence, when he him¬ 
self could be called; it would he making the declarations of a 
third person’s evidence to affect the plaintiff’s title when that 
party was not on the record, and, therefore, could not be 
received. 

The Solicitor-General mentioned the case of Dauerman v. 
Radenius, the principle of which his Lordship observed applied 
to this case. 

The plaintiff failed in proof of the consideration, and waiv 
nonsuited. 

Parle and Espinasse for the plaintifl*. 

Garrow iox (he defeiidaul. 


[254J 


Ardekn against Rownev. 


[f a check 
drawn upon 
Miy person is 
lent by ano¬ 
ther to know 
if it is good 


A ssumpsit on a check for lod/. .uoney had and received, 
with the other common money counts. 

The plaintiff’s counsel opened hisciise to be, that owe Afder^ 
who had since become a liankrupt, had applied to the plaintiff 


liefore he will to discount a check for 100/. drawn by Alder upon Rowne^ the 
pVi^’n' defendant: that before the plaintiff would give cash for it, he 
lays it will be 

looourcd, as he is indebted to the drawer of it, though the check turns out to be void, as 
leing post-dated, the holder may, nevertheless, recover on the ground of the sum due to 
Uie drawer of the check being so appropriated. 


sent 
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sent his clerk to the defendant, he saw him, and asked him if 1805. 

the draft was a good one ? He said that it would be honoured, - 

as he was in Alder's debt 200/. The clerk then observed, that 
the check was post-dated, and could not, therefore, be recovered; Rowscv. 

the defendant said, that that did not signify, it would be of ser¬ 
vice to the poor man, and that it should be paid. 

These facts were proved. 

Upon this evidence Erskine objected, that the plaintiflT could 
not recover on the count on the check, as it was admitted to be 
void; and as to the second, he said it was clear, that if this 
was a mere promise of the defendant, by which he promised the 
plaintiff, that if the plaintiflT would advance 100/. on his check 
to Alder he would pay it, it would be decidedly void within the 
statute of frauds, as being a promise to pay the debt of another 
without a note in writing, so that it could not be money had 
and received. 

It was admitted that it was void, being post-dated, and of i- ^ 
course could not be given in evidence, neither could parol evi¬ 
dence be given of its contents. The evidence, therefore, was 
nothing more than a parol request to the defendant to advance 
a sum of 100/. to Alder^ which was, therefore, void. 

Lord Ellenborough. If this had been an agreement to 
pay the amount of any money which the plaintiflT might advance 
to Alder, and no specific sum of money had been mentioned, 
which was to be so advanced, I should have thought this a case 
within the statute of frauds, but it appears to roe, that this is 
an appropriation of 100/. part of the money which defeiidant 
said he owed to Alder, amounting to 200/. and that the plaintiflT 
may recover. 

It was then suggested by Erskine, that if it was to be taken 
that the plaintiflT’s right to recover was oii the ground of the 
appropriation of the moifey in the defendant's hands, the plain- 
tiflT’s right could not go beyond the money actually due by 
Rowney to Alder, and that, in lact, his saying there was 200/. 
ill his hands was a mistake,' and that he siiotiid shew it was a 
a small sum only. 

Lord Egles'borough assented to that, and evidence was 
produced to shew the real state of the accounts; it was a 
balance of 80/. for which sum the plaintiflT had a verdict. 

Garrow and Raine for the plaintiflT. 

Erskine for the defendant. 
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Chapman against Pautriimje. 


When a uer- 
sou is told by 
two parties 
that nc is to 
be ttic broker, 
to make a 
contract be¬ 
tween them 
for the sale of 
^oo(to,iuidhc> 
in conse- 

J uence, rc- 
uccs it into 
writing, and 
sends a sale 
note of the 
terms to each 
party, this is a 
valid contract 
within the 
statute of 
frauds. 


T HIS was an action on the case against the detendaiit for 
non-performance of a contract for the sale of a quantity 
of sumach. 

The contract as set up by the plainlift' was stated to have been 
made by a broker of the name of Aijlwin. 

The defendant was executor to his brother, and his widow, 
Mrs. Partridge^ was interested and continued in the business. 

Aylwin was called. The account he j^ave of the transaction 
was, that Mrs. Partridge and the plaintilf having lx‘en in 
treaty for the sale of this .sumach, they had agreed that tlic 
witness should be the broker to manage the sale between them: 
the sale did not then take place, but some days after Chapman, 
the plaintiff, informed him that he had purchased the sumach, 
and informed him of the bargain, and desired him to pul down 
the terms. He made an entry in his book asdc.sired by Chapman, 
and he sent a sale note of the terras to Mrs. Pnrlrids^e, She 
did not return the sale note, hut in a conversation with liiin 
some days after, she said she was very sorry for what she had. 
done, and that Mr. J^awrence Partridge (the defendant) was 


very angry with her. 

[ 257 ] Best, Serjt. objected, that this was a case within tlie statute 
of frauds. Having quoted the words of that statute, he said 
that the note in writing was to be signed by tlir* ixn ties or tbeii 
agents ; here the parties never met, the note was made by llie 
communication of the plaintiff to the broker, and then the note 
was made without any auihority from the buyer. 

It was answered by Shephetd and Bailey, Scrjts. that Aj/lwin 
was to be taken as the agent of Mrs. Partridge. She had told 
Jiitn he wiis to be the broker imfore the sale took ]>lace. Ho 
prepared a contract in writing, which was sent to each party, 
and not returned, that was an adoption of the agency and was. 


binding. 


Mansfield, 
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Mansfieltj, C. J. The note in writing ma;y be received, it 
is signed by the broker, and the only question is, if it was 
signed by the authority of the defendant. It is in evidence, 
tliat she had consented that Aylwin should act as the broker, 
that authority might be countermandablc ; but when he docs 
act ns agent to her in making the bargain, and she receives the 
sale note, she does not refu4^c it, or send it back, but in two 
days after expresses her sorrow for having done it. The jury 
must, therefore, say, if Ajjlwin had any authority from Mrs. 
Partridge to make the contract, or if what passed tlion was not 
a recognition of his authority, which would be the same thing 
as if she had given him directions to make the contract at first. 

It was proved, that the defendant refused to perform thecon> 
tract, and this action was brought to enforce it; but that could 
not be done if the note of the bargain, as stated by Aylwin^ was 
not complete, which depended upon the fact of his then having 
authority. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Shepherd and Hailey, Serjts. for the plaintiff. 

Serjt. for the defendant. 
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THE KING’S BENCH, 

MICHAELMAS TERM, 46 GEO. HI. 


SITTINGS AFTER MICHAELMAS TERM. 


The Kino against Brett. 

An averment fTlHIS was an indictment iigainst the defendant for perjury, 
ment *^atat peijury assigned in the indictment was, that at the 

a Sitting at trial of an indictment against one Thomas Price^ the defendant 
sworn, first, that the said Thomas Price polled at the 
oloction for members of parliament for the county of Middlesex^ 
Term, on the •• 

S9th day of December in that year, in the Court of King’s Bench, before the Lord Chief 
Justice of the said Court, an indictment came on to be tried, is not supported by proving a 
trial at JV¥*/ Pritu before the Lord Chief Justice, only as that describe a trial at bar. 


at 
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at Brent/ordf under the name of John Wright, No. 8, Bell- 
j/ard, Gray's Inn-lane; and, secondly, that a piece of paper 
which lie produced at the trial was the hand-writing of him the 
said Henry Brett, and written by him on the Hustings at 
Brentford at the time; both which matters the present indict¬ 
ment charged to be false. ^ 

The case being stated, the indictment against Price was 
produced. The first witness called proved that the trial of 
Price had taken place at the Sittings before Lord Ellen- 
BOROUGH, at Nisi Prim, after Michaelmas Term, 1804. 

The Solicitor-General then objected, that the evidence given 
did not support the averment in the present indictment, but 
totally varied from it. The averment. in the present in¬ 
dictment was, ** That at the Sitting at Nisi Prius holden 
after Michaelmas Term, in the 45th year of the reign of our 
Sovereign Lord George the Third, on the 29th day of Novem¬ 
ber in that year, in the Court of Ring’s Bench, before Edward 
l^rd Ellbnborough, then Lord Chief Justice of the said 
Court. That the trial of the said Thomas Price came on to be 
heard in due form of law, &c.*’ He contended that this aver¬ 
ment was not a description of a trial ai,Nisi Prius at the 
Sittings after Term, but of a trial at Bar. It stated, that the 
indictment came on to be tried in the Court of King’s Bench. 
This was not a local description of the place where the trial 
actually took place, but of the Court as a Court constituted as 
it was with the Judges sitting therein, of whom Lord Ellen- 
BORouGii was the Lord Chief Justice. That it could not 
mean the place, for the following words are before Edward 
Lord Ellenborough, Lord Chief Justice of the said Court,” 
which clearly meant the Court so constituted, and not a Court 
of Nisi Prius before the Lord Chief Justice alone. 

He was followed by Garrow and Abbott on the same side; 
who added, that the language of the indictment should have 
been, as to the trial having taken place at Nisi Prius, that it 
was tried at Westminster, in the Great Hall of Pleas, at West¬ 
minster," which was the uniform language of the proceedings. 

That since the statute ol Nisi Prius, 18 Elh» ch, 12, the dis¬ 
tinction was very clear, for before that statute all trials were at 
bar: that statute empowered the Chief Justice alone to sit at 
Nisi Prius, but it was in the words of the statute in the Hall 
called Westminster Hall, in Westminster, or the place where 
the Court of Exchequer is commonly kept, in the said county; 

so 
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SO that a certain degree of locality is given to trials at Nisi 
Prius ; tl\at they must be in Westminster Hall, or where the 
Exchequer sat; but the Court of King’s Bench might sit in 
the Court of Chancery, if, for example, the Court in w'hich 
they were then sitting was under repair. The words, there¬ 
fore, “ came on to be tried in the Court of King’s Bench,” 
could not apply to that place or room denominated the King’s 
Bench, as in the case put the trial at Nisi Prius would be 
legal under the statute; as, therefore, a certain locality was 
annexed to Nisi Prius trials, it was always specifically alleged, 
and was not done here. 


It was answered by Erskine and Damptcr for the prosecu¬ 
tion, that the day of the trial of the indictment against Price 
being laid on the 29th of November, it sufficiently appeared 
that the trial could not have taken place in Term time, nor 
have been a trial at Bar, as the Court would take notice that 
the Term ended on the 28th, and that coupled with the words 
[ 262 J the Court of King’s Bench,” these latter words could only 

mean the place where the sittings were held; but that, at all 
events, there were the words “ to be tried in due form of law,” 
which could only mean that it was tried according to the di¬ 
rection of the statute, and that it would not be presumed that 
the Lord Chief Justice had sat irregularly. 

Lord ELLeNnoHoiiGii said, that in a criminal case he could 
presume nothing; he had at first some doubt whether he should 
reserve the point, hut upon consideriiig it, he had no doubt as 
to its being fatal; the Court of King’s liencli in its jurisdiction 
was limited to no locality, its jurisdiction extended all over 
England, and it might sit any where in England. The term 
Lord Chief Justice of that Court meant the Chief Justice of 
that Court, so exercising that general jurisdiction, not circum¬ 
scribed or confined to any particular place; but ns the Judge 
sitting at Nisi Prius the case was very different. The statute 
of 18 Elh. ch. 12, pointed out where the sittings at Nisi Prius 
before the Lord Chief J ustice can only legally be held, that 
was in Westminster Hall, or in the place where the Exchequer 
was used to sit; there was, therefore, a locality belonging to 
trials at Nisi Prius, and the language of the precedents re¬ 
ferred to showed it, that the Sittings at Nis-i Prius before the 
Lord Chief Justice should be stated to be held in the Great 
Hall of Pleas, called Westminster Hall, at Westminster / that 
was not averred so hero, but it was attempted to be cured fay 

saying 
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saying that th^ irndjatmentatated tbat the former indictment 1805. 

was tried in due fiprm of law.” It *coiild be allowed to give - - 

these worda such an extensive signification; it would go to 
make these words cure every defect. It was too wide an inter* Brpv. 

pretation^ The indictment had not, therefore, sufficiently 263 J 

alleged the place of trial of the former indictment against 
Price, and that the defendant must be acquitted. 

Erskine, Dampier, Warren, and Clifford, for prisoner. 

The Solicitor-General, Garrow, and Abbott, for defendant. 

The defendant was acquitted. 


Sammell against Wright. 

° Dec. 5th. 

T n£ declaration in this case stated, that at the time of com* if horses are 
mitting the grievance, the plaintiff was possessed of a 
certain chaise, drawn by one horse, then drawing it, and being carrio^, but 
on the King’s highway. That the defendant w'as the owner are driven by 
and proprietor of four certain horses then hired, and let out by {j,c person* ** 
the defendant for hire, and which were then under the care, who hires 
guidance, and direction of certain servants of the said defendant; 
and then assigned the grievance, that the said defendant by his any injury 
said servants so negligently, carelessly, and unskilfully drove d^uchythem. 
the said horses, that the carriage then drawn by (he said horses 
was driven against the chaise of the plaintiff, by which it was 
overset, and the plaintiff thrown out and hiscollar>bonc broke. 

The facts of the case were, that t!ie defendant, who was a jf 264t j 
stable-keeper in Bond-street^ had on the day the accident hap¬ 
pened hired out to the Marchioness of J)af,k four horses to draw 
her carriage to Windsor, . The horses were driven by two pos¬ 
tillions who were servants to the defendant and had the care of 
the horses. The plaintiff was driving quietly .through Brent¬ 
ford, when the carriage coming at a fast rate after him, the near 
wheel of the carriage had taken the off wheel of the plaintiff’s 
chaise and overset it; he was thrown out, and his collar-bone 
was broken. 

Upon opening the defendant’s case, Erskine contended, that 
in point of law the defendant was not liablo. That, in fact, the 
carriage was the Marchioness of BalKs, the drivers were under 
her direction and controul, and it could not, therefore, be said 
Vot. V. Q that 
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that they wore under the care, guidance, and direction of the 
defendant’s servant, for pro hoc mce they were hers. 

X^rd Ellexborougu said, the defendant was liable. The 
horses were hired out for a particular purpose, but they were 
still under the care and direction of the defendant’s servants. 
Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Garrow and Imwcs for the plaintiff. 

Erskine and Marriott for the defendant. 
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Where an in¬ 
dorsee of a 
bill is dis¬ 
charged by 
laches, and 
the holder re¬ 
lies upon a 
new promise, 
he must prove 
a demand on 
the acceptor. 
But it issufli- 
cient to de¬ 
mand pay¬ 
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usual place of 
residence of 
the acceptor, 
and if it is not 
then paid, it 
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entitle the 
party to pro¬ 
ceed against 
the indorsor. 
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Brown against M'Dermot. 

A SSUMPSIT by the plaintiff as indorsee of a bill of ex¬ 
change for 50/. against the defendant as the indorser. 
The bill was due the 21st of Maj/^ but by mistake the 21st 
of June was written on it, in consequence of which no demand 
was made of it from the acceptor, nor any notice given of the 
nonpayment until a month after the bill was due. This was 
stated in the opening by the plaintiff’s counsel, who admitted 
the law to be that the party would be discharged for want of 
notice, but he relied on a subsequent promise to pay the bill, 
which he contended was a waiver of the objection of want of 
notice, and revived the defendant’s responsibility. 

To prove the promise to pay, the plaintiff called a witi]es.s. 
who proved, that in a conversation with the defendant, he said 
that he knew he was discharged, but that the plaintiff had be¬ 
haved so well to him in money matters that he should take no 
advantage of it, but would pay the money. 

Park relied that this revived the liability, and entitled the 
plaintiff to recover without any further evidence. 

Lord Ellen BoaouGH said, it was not of itself sufficient, that 
it was necessary to prove a demand upon the acceptor, and a 
refusal by him to pay the money, as the liability of the defendant 
only arose by reason of his default. 


The 
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The plaintiff’s counsel then called a witness who proved that 
he carried the bill to the house described as the place where 
Smithson the acceptor was described to live, but that there were 
no orders left, and the bill was not paid; but it appeared that 
the witness never saw the acceptor. 

Oarrow for the defendant objected to the evidence, and that 
the plaintiff should be called, Urst, on the ground that the pro¬ 
mise to pay was not made to the plaintiff the indorsee himself, 
which he contended to be necessary; and, secondly, that the 
hand-writing of the acceptor should be proved, and an actual 
demand on him. 

Lord Ellenborough, in summing up, told the jury, that it 
was necessary to prove a demand of the bill and nonpayment by 
him; that if a bill was payable at a certain house, it was siiAi- 
cient to demand the money there; that had been done here, for 
it was the duty of the drawer of a bill to leave provision for 
the payment of it. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Park and for the plaintiff. 

Garrow for the defendant. 


J805. 

Baowir 
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Kunitz against Surry. 


[267] 

Dec. 12lb. 


T his was a special action on the case. The declaration when goods 
stated, that the plaintiff’ had sold to the defendant fifty 
quarters of wheat, which the defendant had refused to receive, u^c^samplcde- 
for which the action was brought. liycrcdispart 

The evidence was, that the plaintiff had sent 195 quarters of the^lniUc 
wheat consigned to his factors Giles and Jennings for sale. ihcrel»y dimi- 

Jennings stated, that he sold by sample 50 quarters to the de- ^ part ’dc-** 

fendant. livory within 

The usual mode of selling on the corn exchange he stated 
to l)e, that he made an entry in his book of the quantity sold 
and the price it sold for. He said the defendant, when he made 
the sale, told him ho employed Kendal as his ledger to receive 
the corn, and to whom the sample was delivered. But on his 
cross-examination, he said he considered himself as agent for 
the seller only. 

Q2 


The 
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The sample had been delivered to Kendal only, and the de¬ 
fence on the merits was, that the bulk did not correspond with 
the sample. 

The counsel for the defendant contended, that this case came 
within the statute of frauds, and was void, there here being nei¬ 
ther a note in writing, or a delivery of any part of the commo¬ 
dity sold, and the case of Cooper v. Elkton^ 7 Term Rep, 14. 
was cited. 

It was answered by the plaintiff’s counsel, that there was, in 
fact, a part delivery, the defendant’s agent fiaving received a 
sample of the corn in part, and that the factor was to be con¬ 
sidered as the agent for both parties, and the entry in his book 
was a note in %vriting sufficient to satisfy the statute. 

Lord ELLENhoRouGii. How far the delivery of the sample 
in this case is a part delivery to satisfy the statute of frauds or 
not, depends upon the manner in which that sample was taken; 
if the fifty quarters were standing as a distinct parcel and bulk, 
and the sample taken from it, if the quantity was thereby dimi¬ 
nished so much, and the delivery of the 50 quarters was so 
much less by this quantity, 1 think it would be a part delivery, 
and sufficient within the statute, but it would be otherwise if the 
delivery of the sample was a collateral thing, a part of another 
parcel of the same sort of corn. 

It therefore became a question whether the fifty quarters 
which were admitted to be part of the 196 quarters were sepa¬ 
rated from them, and whether the whole quantity was together, 
so that the sample was taken from one bulk or the other. Upon 
this there was contradictory evidence. 

As to the second point, the book of the cornfactors Gt'les and 
Jennings was produced; there was an entry of the prices and 
quantity, but the name of the seller was not in it; upon which 
Lord Ellenborougii said, he was clearly of opinion, that 
that was not a note in writing within the statute of frauds. 

His Lordship in summing up to the jury, left them first to 
consider upon the fact of whether the bulk and sample did in 
fact correspond. 

The jury found that it did not; the defendant, therefore, had 
a verdict. 

Erskine and Kolroyd for the plaintiff. 

Garrow and Gaselee for the defendant. 
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1805. 


Heron against Granger. 

T his was an action of aasumpsil for goods sold and de¬ 
livered. 

Plea of non-assumpsit. 

The plaintiff was a merchant living in Belfast in Ireland, 
Having had antecedent dealings with the defendant when in 
partnership, he on the 4th day of A/arc/i, 1805, wrote to him to 
insure a cargo of hams, which on the Sd. he^haid shipped from 
Belfast to London. The defendant did so;,'the goods were 
shipped to the order of the shipper, and on the arrival of 
the vessel in London, he took possession of the hams. In 
fact, the plaintiff had sold them in Belfast to a person of the 
name of liongley, and it had never been his intention that the 
defendant should hare intermeddled with them at all. The de¬ 
fendant having so possessed himself of them, they were de¬ 
manded by Langley*s agent, and on refusing to deliver them an 
action of trover was brought. Before the action of trover came 
on to be tried the plaintiff arrived in London, and then an ar¬ 
rangement took place to put an end to the action and further 
differences, the defendant taking the goods at the invoiced prices, 
and paying the costs. The parties having met, the terms of 
the agreement were agreed to be put in the form of a letter 
addressed by the defendant Granger to the plaintiff, of which 
the following was a copy: it was written at the meeting, and 
then delivered by the defendant to the plaintiff. 


Dee. IStb. 

AnagfccmoDt 
respectiagthe 
sale of goods 
need not be 
stamped, 
though it con¬ 
tains stipulsr 

tiotiscoiiccra- 
iiig the mode 
ofpayment 
and other 
things. 


[ 270 ] 


“ Mr. Thomas Heron. 

London, May 31st, 1805. 

« SIR, 

“ 111 order to put an end to all further disputes respecting 
the twenty-four casks of hams per Hibernia, I will accept of 
yie terms you proposed of taking the whole of them to my own 
account at 65^. per barrel per cent, invoice weight, with all 
faults; and the fifty-five kegs of pigs’ tongues at 15s. per keg, 
the freight and landing charges to be deducted, making the net 
SRin asaccount annexed 876/. 18s. lid. which sum 1 en. 
gage to pay you for them in the course of a nimith from the 

S date, 
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1805. 

Heron 

againxt 

Granger 


[ 271 ] 


Neither is it 
necessary to 
declare on it 
specially, 
after the time 
of payment is 


[272] 


dale, in approved bills, not exceeding two months, with my 
own indorsoiiicnt on them ; as I shall be answerable to you for 
the payment of such bills as I give you, and I engage to bring 
no charge of any kind (except the cost of insurance from Bel¬ 
fast to London)^ hereafter against you, or Mr. George Langley 
of Belfast, for commission, or any loss or charge that have or 
may be on them, but agree to release and indemnify you and 
him cojjipletely from every thing of the kind; and you engage 
on your part also to keep mo indemnified from any charge or 
claim Mr. George Langley may fetch against me respecting them. 

“ Yours, &:c. 

, John Granger, 

The plaintiff proved the circumstance, and gave the letter in 
evidence; it was in the form of a letter and unstamped. 

The counsel for the defendant made two objections to the 
plaintiff’s recovering; first, that the letter contained the terms 
of a special agreement, and should have been specially declared 
upon; whereas the plaintiff had declared for goods sold and 
delivered only. The second objection was, that being in ternis 
an agreement, it required a stamp, and could not be received in 
evidence without one. 

It was answered by the plaintiff’s counsel, this was an agree¬ 
ment for the sale of goods, wares, and merchandizes; that it^ 
therefore, came within the exception of the stamp. 

Then as to the necessity of a special count: on that it would 
appear by reference to the agent, that within one month after 
the date of the agreement the defendant was to give bills at 
tw'o months, so that by no means could the time of payment be 
enlarged beyond three months from the date of the agreement 
which was the 21 si May, so that the goods were to be paid for 
on the 2lst of August following. 

That the action was of the present {Michaelmas') Term, and 
the writ not sued out till after the 21st of August, the time for 
the performance of the contract being, therefore, expired, it be¬ 
came a debt for goods sold, and for such plaintiff had declared. 

If the agreement was executory it should have been declared 
on, but it was here complete. 

The defendant’s counsel said the agreement within the ex¬ 
ception of the statute were not of the description of the pre¬ 
sent, which involved other circumstances than that of a mere 
sale of goods, wares, and merchandizes. 

"-rd 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 46 GEO. HI. 


279 


Lord Ellenborough over-ruled both objections, but gave 
the defendant leave to move to enter a nonsuit if he thought 
fit. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Solicitor-General^ Garrow^ and EspinassCf for the plaintiff. 
Erskine nnd JLawes for the defendant. 

It was not afterwards moved, and the plaintiff had judgment. 


1805. 

JIeaoii 

agabiit 

GaAHaER. 


IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 


Golding against Nias. 


Dec. 1st. 


T his was an action of replevin. 

The defendant made conusance; first, under one Ni¬ 
cholas Felly who was stated to be the party beneficially entitled. 

Secondly, under Samuel Wayman Wadeson, who was stated 
to be a trustee for Mr. Fell. 

*Mr. Wadeson was called as a witness. He was objected to 
by the plaintiff’s counsel, on the ground that the defendant 
claiming a right to make the distress by title under him, he was 
coming to support his own title. 

It was answered, that, in point of fact, he had no interest, 
but was a mere trustee, and Douglas, 840, was cited. 
Cbambre, J. held him not admissible. 

Shepherd, Serjt. and Besl, for plaintiff 
Bailey, Serjt. for defendant. 


In replevin . 
the party un¬ 
der whom the 
defendant 
makes conu¬ 
sance is not an 
admissible 
witnessfortbe 
defendant. 

*[273] 
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CASES AT NISI PRIUS, 




Bee. r«f. 

Although the 
■ driver of a 
^carriave is 
houailto 
leave suffici¬ 
ent room on 
the left-hand 
side of the 
road for 
other carria¬ 
ges to pass, he 
,is only bound 
to keep it so 
as to leave 
sufficient 
room, it is 
matter of evi¬ 
dence whe¬ 
ther sufficient 
room is 1^ 
or not, in 
case any acci¬ 
dent ba{q>eQs. 

?D274 ] 


WoRDSwoKTH ttgamst WihLAN and Others. 

f 

T his was an action of trespass on the ca«>, in which the 
plaintiff by his declaration complained that the defendant, 
by his servant, so negligently drove a certain coach of him the 
defend'aTht, that the coach ran upon and against a certain horse 
whereon the plaintiff was then riding, that the thigh of the 
horse was broken, so that it became necessary that he should be 
killed. 

The evidence wasj' that the plaintiff was on horseback on the 
proper side of the>oad going from llighgale to Finchley and 
conversing with a lady on the footpath; that the defendant’s 
coach drove furiously down the hill, which the plaintiff was 
then descending, that the horse being alarmed became ^restive, 
and then jumped something about, the coach ran against him 
and broke his thigh. 

The case relied upon by the defendant was, that though there 
was a considerable distance* to the other side of the road, that 
there was ample room left f<)r the horse on the .proper side of 
the road, between the coach and the footpath, and tb^t the acci¬ 
dent was caused by the restiveness of the horse, and not by reason 
of any neglect in the driver of the coa6h. 

On the other hand, the plaintiff’s counsel contended that there 
being no interruption to the carriage passing on its proper side 
df the TodAj that the coachman was bound to keep that side of 
the road, and that even if the restiveness of the plaintifi'’s horse 
had contribnted to the accident, that the defendant was'liable. 

Mr. Justice Rook said, that the counsel on both sides had 
carried the rule too far; the regulation as to travelling and pre¬ 
serving the proper side of the road, was founded in good sense, 
and was matter of public convenience ; but that he could not 
lay it down that a carriage driving was under every circum¬ 
stance to keep exactly to the left, or as it was called the proper 
side of the road; if there was no interruption of any other car¬ 
riage, or the road was better, public convenience did not re¬ 
quire that the driver should adhere to that law of the road; he 
took the rule of law to be, that if a carriage coming in any di¬ 
rection left sufficient room for any other carriage, horse, or 
assenger on its si^ of the way, that it was sufficient; but it 

was 
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ivas matter of evidence if the defendant had done so, the driver 
was not to make experiments, he should leave ample room, and 
if an accident happened from want ofthat sufficient room, be was 
no doubt liable. He, therefore, left it to the Jury to say whe¬ 
ther the accident had not been occasioned by the defendant’s 
coachman having driven so near to the plaintiff’s horse; that 
the action arose from that cause. 

The Jury found for the plaintiff. 

CbcArc//, Serjt. and for the plaintiff*. ^ 

Best, Serjt. and Wigleyior the defendant. 


1805 . 

W0K0»> 

wosTa 

againat 

WuiAVi 


END OF MICHAELMAS TEEM. 
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Abandonment. 

[ N the case of an insurance on goods, 
consigned to a particular place, if 
upon the ship’s arrival at the des¬ 
tined port, it is in the hands of the 
enemy, that docs not warrant an 
abandonment. Lubbock Roweroft. 

Page 50 

Ajjidavit. 

If an execution is contested as frau¬ 
dulent, on the ground that the de¬ 
fendant in that execution had but a 
short time previous issued an execu¬ 
tion against the then plaintiff, on an 
old warrant of attorney, in which he 
had sworn that the then plaintilT was 
indebted to him, the affidavit so made 
is evidence after proof of the issuing 
of an execution upon a judgment 
signed on that affidavit. Penn v. 
Scholetf and Domvili^ Sheriffs of Lon¬ 
don. 244 

Agent. 

1. If an agent is employed to sell, what 
he says at the time of the sale will 
bind his principal; not what he has said 
at another ti me^ Hetjfear v. Hawke. 72 


2. If an agent, employed to sell on ac¬ 

count of another any property, having 
notice that what he is about to sell 
does not belong to his principals, and 
notwithstanding sells it, he is liable 
in his own person. JIardacre v. SfefU- 
art. Page 103 

Vide Auctioneer. 

3. Where an agent has been employed 
to pay money for work done, and the 
workmen are referred to him for pay¬ 
ment, and he assents to it, an ac¬ 
knowledgment or promise to pay by 
him will, after six years, take the 
case out of the statute of limitations. 
Burtf Administrator, ▼. Palmer. 143 

4. When a bill is drawn on an agent, 
and made payable out of a particular 
fund, and agent says he will pay it 
when he gets money of the principal; 
this is binding on him, and if he gets 
money at any subsequent time, is 
bound to pay the bill. Stevens e.UUL 

247 

Agreement. 

1. Where an agreement between several 
parties is offered in evidence, and it is 
objected to on the ground that it is 
not sufficiently stamped, by reason of 
the omission of a stamp; proof of 
that lies on the defendant, who makes 

the 
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tli^ objection, it being a fact. 1Vad‘ 
' « ▼. Frtmeis, Page 183 

3 . If a party has entered into a parol 
agreement for a lease, and a draft of 
it is prepared, though the agreement 
is void under the statute of frauds; 
yet, by an indorsement referring to 
the case on the draft by the party, 
admits the agreement, its being in 
'writing is sufficient within the statute. 
Shippey t . Derri^^. 190 

3. When an attorney has entered into 
an agreement with a client, to com. 
duct all his suitH, in consideration of 
the client giving to him exclusively 
the drawing of his leases, if the 9 |ient 
gives part of that business to ot^r at* 
tornies, the attorney must either put 
an end to the agreement, or sue for 
breach of the agreement; for while it 
subsists, he is bound to the terms of it. 
Parker and Rich v, I Jar court. 349 

4* An agreement rcspectiog the sale of 
|[oods need not be stamped, though it 
' contains stipulations conceruiog the 
. n^e of payment, and other things, 
ficron T. Granger. 269 

JiuvBer (in Chancery). 

On ah Issue of non est factum to debt on 
bond, an answer to a bill filed in a 
slourt of equity, in which the execu* 
tfofl of the bond is admitted, is not 
seffiotent, unless some account is given 
ef the subscribing witness, and why 
3i0 is not called; for If he can be 
' fhwad he must prove it. Sir John j 
CtM e. Dttttnhtg. 16 

^dtemiUand fyiprisonment. 

Where there is a justification to a charge 
’ of false imprisonment, that a breach 
of the peace having been committed, 
.|bo was given in charge to an 
the person described as an 
offiohr mvft be really aei and duly 
^ aiioeo iqtd'the offices h(Mb a patrol, 

^ or {ssrsoii employed in tbht way. 

■ 39 


Assignee* 

Wjhere a tenant, by lease, continues to 
' hold after the expiration of it, as te¬ 
nant at will, and assigns to another, 
the tenancy of the assignees shall be 
held to commence at the day on which 
it commenced under the lease, and a 
.^.notice to quit on that day only is 
good, notwithstanding the assignee 
came in on a different day. Doe 
ex dem. Castleton and others v. 
Samuel* Page 173 

Assignment* 

The not taking possession under an as¬ 
signment or a bill of sale, is not con¬ 
clusive evidence of fraud; there must 
be something more to shew it fraudu¬ 
lent. IJoffman, assignee of Phelps^ v. 
Pitt. 22 

Assumpsit. 

1. If a party did not mean to contract 

by deed, though there is a seal to the 
instrument, assumpsit may be main¬ 
tained on it, the parties not meaning 
so to contract, and the words being 
to which the party have put their hands 
only. Clement v. Gunhouse. 83 

Vide Auctioneer. 

2. Three persons bind themselves jointly 

and severally in a bond of indemnity, 
and two of them pay the whole mo¬ 
ney ; they cannpt join in an action 
for contribution against the third. 
Kelby and Vernon v. Steel* 194 

AttorMy* 

1. Where an attorney has come to the 
knowlelge of a deed or instrument 
having been destroyed from the cir¬ 
cumstances of his being employed as 
an attorney, he cannot be asked as to 
the fact, the knowledge of which was 
so obtained. Robson 4r al, assignees 
of BUskey v. Kemp* . 53 

An attorney is not bound to speak as 
to tluipar-ticqlars of a bUI of oaebauge, 
when the koowtedlge pf io.cb particu¬ 
lars has only been derived from the 

bill 
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bill ba?iag been pat into his bands as 
attorney. Brandv. Ackerman. P, 118 

3. The month required by the statute, 
2d Geo. II. which an Vtorney’s bill 
mast be delivered before he commences 
an action to recover it, is a lunar 
month. Hurdf gent. t. Leach. 168 

4. When an attorney has entered into 
an agreement with a client to 2oodi;^t 
all his suits, in consideration of the. 
client giving to him exclusively the 
drawing of his leases, if the client 
gives part of that business to other 
attornies, the attorney must either put 

' an end to the agreement, or sue for 
breach of the agreement; for while it 
subsists he is bound to the terms of it. 
Parker and Rich v. Harcourt. 240 

5. An attorney who signs an instrument, 
agreeing to give up certain bills of 
exchange, or certain things being 
done, is personally liable, unless he 
enters into the agreement as the at¬ 
torney or agent, and it is so specified 

. on the instrument. Kendrayv.Hodg- 
ton, gent, one, &c. 228 

Attorney (Power of) 

Vide Payment, 

Auctioneer. 

Where an auctioneer has sold an estate, 
the title to which being objected to, 
and he refusing to return the deposit, 
an action is brought, in which he^af- 
terwards pays the costs, he cannot 
recover this under a count for money 
paid, but must declare specially. 
Spurrier v. Elderton. 2 

B. 

Bait, 

Where a person becomes bail above for 
another, he is entitled to recover 
all the expenses he has been put to 
by reason of it, and may therefore 
recover bis expenses, in sending after 
the principal to take him, in order to 
render him; but not expenses of a 


sail improperly defemiiBd m MMb np- 
count. V Fither v« Ft^m* P0ga 17% 

Bt^-Bond, 

Vide Plet^ttng, 

Bankrupt. 

1. A bankrupt cannot be called to ex¬ 
plain an equivocal act of bankruptcy. 
Hoffman, assiguHl of Phelpt, v. Pitt* 

2 « 

2. To support a plea, of bankruptcy, if 

the date of the commission is snbse- 
quent to the date of the debt it la 
pritnA Jitde evidence in bar of the 
plaintiff’s recovering; bnt the plain- 
tiff may shew a prior act of bank¬ 
ruptcy. Pearson v. Fletcher. _ 00 

3. But if the proceedings are produced, 

the act of bankrapt (7 found by the 
proceedings shall be snihcient for the 
plaintiff, without proof of an actual 
act of bankruptcy. Pearson v. Fkt- 
cher. 91 

4. The statute 7 Geo. 1. e. 31. jvidch 
allows debts not due at the tim# of 
(he bankruptcy to be proved under 
the commission, applies to written se¬ 
curities only. Parslow v. DearUme, 78 

5. If a trader, before bis bankniptcf, 
deposit a lease as a security for mo¬ 
ney, but no mortgage or assignment 
of it then took place, the assignee 
may recover possession of the pre¬ 
mises ill ejectment, as no legal title is 
transferred. Doe ex d. Maslm v. Roe, 

MS 

6. Bankrupt cannot on his cross.exaBun- 

ation be asked a question to affeotbis 
own bankruptcy. Wyatt, assignee of 
Algar, V. Wilkinson, 187 

7. Evidence of a trader having left his : 
house to avoid his creditors, is a su^' 
cient act of bankruptcy, though-^no 
creditor called in his absence. Horn* 
mond and another, assignee of 

cfeft, a bankrupt, v. Hincks. (39 - 

8. A builder, who buys timber, vtbich 

he works into the houses which he 
builds, aud s^ils when buiit, is neiaa '^ 
object of the baokriipt ,i(Afsi:k4. 
e. Wisdom, J147- " 

9. The 
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9. Th« rule tjiat a baukrupt^jicannot be 
examined as to any matter'fibcessary 
to support his bankruptcy, applies as 
well to cross-examination as to exa¬ 
mination in chief. He, therefore, on 
examination cannot be asked a ques¬ 
tion as to the fact of any act of bank¬ 
ruptcy committed prior to that on 
which the commission is founded. 
Wjfattf assigne^f Algar^ v. Wil~ 
iinaon and anothfr. Page 187 

10. To bind a bankrupt by a new pro¬ 

mise to pay subsequent to his bank¬ 
ruptcy, it most be a precise and posi- 
tire promise to the plaintiff, and not 
given in general terms that h(^wouId 
pay every body 90r. in the pound. 
hynhry v. Weightman. 198 

11. Money [mid to a landlord who was 

about to distrain by a trader, after an 
act of bankruptcy committed, is not 
recoverable back by the assignees. 
Stevenson Sf al, assignees of Knightf 
a bankrupt, v. Wood. 200 

19. If a bankrupt, previous to his bank- 
ri^tcy, has given a power of attorney 
to another to receive sums of money 
due to him, in consideration of en¬ 
gagements entered into by such per¬ 
son, on account of the bankrupt mo- 
4 ney received under such power, after 
the bankruptcy, may be recovered by 

thaassignees. i/out/f, assignee of-, 

a bankrupt, v. JLethnaite. 156 

IS. If a trader ceases to manufacture, 
but still continues to solicit orders 
and to execute them, and holds him¬ 
self out to the world as capable of 
executing them, he is an object of the 
bankrupt laws. Wharum v. Rout- 
ledge. Tib 

Baron and Feme. 

In ah Indictment for a conspiracy against 
three persons, two of whom are hus¬ 
band and wife, the wife cannot be 
called as a witness for the other de¬ 
fendant. Rex V. Locker 4* u/. 107 

Bastard. 

1. A.note given to4be officers of a pa¬ 
rish, to indemnify them against the 


expenses of a bastard child, is so taken 
as an indemnity only, as far as the 
parish have been pot to expense, 
^ough not so expressed in the note. 
The maker may set up the defence 
that they were not damnified. Wilde 
V. Griffin. Rage 142 

2. The father of a bastard child, if he 
.i has adopted it as his own, though no 
•or(|pr of bastardy has been made on 
him, he is liable for the nursing and 
necessaries furnished for its use. 
Hesketh v. Gowing. 131 

BUI of Exchange. 

1. If the acceptor of a bill of exchange, 

which has some time to run, discounts 
bis own acceptance, and takes more 
than legal interest, it is not usury. 
Barkley v. Walmsly 11 

2. If a promissory note of twenty years’ 

date be unaccounted for, it is a pre- 
sumption of payment. Buffield v. 
Creed. 52 

3. In an action by an indorser of a bill 
of exchange, payable to the drawer’s 
own order, against the acceptor, the 
draweikipf the bill may be a witness 
to prove that there was usury in the 
discounting it. Brard v. Ackerman. 

11 !> 

4. To charge the drawer of an unac¬ 
cepted bill, some actual evidence of 
a demand to accept on the drawer, 
must be proved. It is not sufficient 
fb call at the residence of the drawer, 
and acceptance to be refused by a 
person who was unknown to the per¬ 
son calling. Cheeky gent. v. Roper. 

175 

5. The holder of an accommodation 
note, who has received a composition, 
covenanted not to sue the indorsee 
for whose accommodation the note 
was made, may notwithstanding sue 
the maker, though on payment of it, 
he will have a right of action against 
the indorsee. Mallet v. Thomitson. 

178 

6. If a bill is indorsed by proeuration, 
it should be so stated in the declara¬ 
tion ; for if the declaration states that 

the 
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the partjr indorsed it, his own proper 
hand being therennto subscribed, and 
it appears to have been done by pi^- 
curation from sncb party, it is a fatal 
variance. Leoy ▼. Wthon, Page 180 

7. Where notice of the dishonour of a 

bill has been given by letter, a copy 
of the letter cannot be given in evi> 
dence, as proof of notice of the bill 
having been dishonoured, unless no¬ 
tice has been given to produce it. 
Langdon v. Hulls, 156 

8. When a bill is drawn on an agent, 
and made payable out of a particular 
fund, and agent says he will pay it 
when he gets money of the principal, 
this is binding on him, and if he gets 
money at any subsequent time, is 
bound to pay the bill. Stevens v. Hill. 

247 

Bond. 

On an issue of non esi factum to a de¬ 
claration on a bond, an answer to a 
bill filed in a court of equity, in which 
the execution of the bond is admitted, 
is not sufficient, unless some account 
is given of the subscribiog^itness, 
and why he is not called; for if he 
can be procured, he must prove it. 
Sir John Call v. Dunning. 16 

Booksf production of. 

If the opposite party calls for the othef’s 
book, he has not the option to use 
them or not, he thereby makes them 
evidence. Wharam v. Routledge. 235 

Bribery, 

Vide Stamp. 

Builder. 

A builder, who boys Umber, which he 
works into the houses which he builds, 
and sells when built, is not an object 
of the bankrupt laws. Clark v. Wis~ 
dom, 147 


Carriage, 

Although the driver of a carriage Is 
bound to leave sufficient room on ttie 
left hand side of the road for otHer 
carriages to pass, he is only bouhd to 
keep it so as to Ugte sufficient room 
it is matter of evidence whether suffi¬ 
cient room is left or not, in case any 
accident happens. « Wordsworth y. 
Willan and others. Page 273 

Case, 

, Declaration in case, for negligently 
steering, managing, and directing a 
ship, by which another ship was in¬ 
jured, is not supported by evidence ; 
shewing that it proceeded from un¬ 
skilfully stowing the anchor, so that 
it caught hold of the other vessel, and 
broke into her side. Hullman r, 
Bennett, 226 

, Although the driver of a carriage Is 
bound to leave sufficient room on the 
left band side of the road for other 
carriages to pass, he is only bound-tq 
keep it so as to leave sufficient room; 
it is matter of evidence whether suffi¬ 
cient room is left or not, in case any 
accident happens. Wordsworth r, 
Willan and others. 273 

Coals. 

1. What is said by an agent respecting 

a contract or other matter, in the 
course of his employment, which con-. 
tract or matter is the foundation of 
the action, is good evidence to affect 
the principal, o/ttcr, what is said by 
him on another occasion. Peto r, 
Hague. 134 

2. Where several persons in a club join 
to buy a quantity of coals, and after¬ 
wards subdivide their shares, and the 
coals are delivered to each measure, 
each person cannet maintain an ac¬ 
tion for the penalty against the seller, 

for 
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' for the contract of sale is joint. 
EvereU q, f. t. TindaU, Page 169 

Conspiracy^ 

1. If three persons are indicted for a 
conspiracy, two of whom are hns- 
band and wife, the wife cannot be a 
witness for the other defendant* Rex 

▼. Locker. 117 

S. Where there is evidence of sereral 
persons having engaged iq a conspi¬ 
racy, what is said by any of them at 
nnother time and place, respecting the 
object of the conspiracy, is evidence 
against the others, nex v. Salter 

and others. 125 

Consignee. 

In general cases, it Is the duty of the 
shipper of goods to send notice of the 
ahipiHng to the consignee; but that 
B»y be controlled by usage. Goom 
Jackson. 112 

Constable. 

Where there is a justification to a charge 
of false imprisonment, that a breach 
of the peace having been committed, 
the party was given in charge to an 
. officer, the person described as an 
officer must be really so, and duly 
sworn iuto the office; not a patrol, 
or person employed in that way. 
CUffe V. LUtlemore. 39 

Contract. 

A. declaration for not delivering soil or 
breeze, is not supported by proving 
an agmment to deliver soil only, 
soil and breeze being different things. 
Clark V. Mansione. 239 

Vide Evidence. 

Coj^hold. 

^p.l^Sptiped.copy from the books of the 
. ingnor^ ^hat certain pit^ have been^de- 
^pyidpuce withopt production 
pf ^0 A® ^ihw that 

ihsy were demiseable by custom. 


Doe ex dem. Churchwardens of Cr^^ 
don T. Cook. Page 321 

Court of Consckme. 

An occasional underwriting of a poMcy 
at Lloyds,, and having a seat there, 
is not a seeking a livelihood within 
the city of London, so as to subject 
the party to the jurisdiction of the 
Court of Conscience, if he has a resi¬ 
dence elsewhere; it most be followed 
as a trade or business. MiUer e. 
Williams. 19 

D. 

Dancing, 

A temporary use of a room in a public- 
house, for the purpose of dancing on 
a particular festival or occasion, does 
not subject the owner to the penalty 
of the statute 22d Geo. 111. Shutt 
T. Leans. 127 

Deed. 

Assumpsit will lie on an instrument to 
which a seal has been affixed if it ap¬ 
pears that the parties did not mean so 
to contract; and the terms of the ex¬ 
ecution being to which they have put 
their hands not seals. Clement v. 
Gunhouse. 83 

Depofhions. 

The publication in a newspaper of the 
depositions taken before a Justice of 
the peace on a criminal charge, be¬ 
fore the party is tried, is libellous and 
a misdemeanor; neither can the printer, 
on an liformation against him for a 
libel, give them in evidence, to shew 
that they were truly published. Rex 
T. Lee and another. 123 

Disorderly Dome. 

A tumpprary use of a room in a publjc- 
bous 0 ,fpr the purpose of dancing on a 
.particular festival or occasion,. does 
not subject the owner to the penalty 

of 
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of the statute 22 Geo. Ilf. ShuH 
7. Lezeis. Page 127 

E. 

Ejectment. 

1. Where a rif^ht of entry is given for as¬ 

signing or underletting preniises, if a 
person is found in possession of the 
premises, appearing as the tenant, it is 
prima facie evidence of an underlet¬ 
ting, suiheient to call upon the de¬ 
fendant to shew in what character the 
party was in possession, as tenant or 
servant to the lessee. Doe ex dem. 
Hindley v. Kickarby. 4 

2. Where there arc three joint trustees 
of an estate, notice to quit or discon¬ 
tinue the possession given by two, is 
bad, even though given in the names 
of three, and the third trustee after¬ 
wards adopts it, and joins in the de¬ 
mise in ejectment. Itight ex dem. 
Fisher, liyrons, and Nash, v. Cathell. 

119 

3. The mere leaving of a notice to quit 
at the tenant’s house, without further 
proof of its being delivered to a ser¬ 
vant and explained, or that it came to 
the tenant’s hands, is not sufficient to 
support an ejectment. Doe ex dem. 
Buross and others v. Lucas and others. 

153 

Entry. 

Vide Ejectment. % 

Escape. 

Ill an action against the marshal for an 
escape, in which plaintiff declares that 
the person suffered to escape was in¬ 
debted to him for goods sold and de¬ 
livered, and that he sued out the pro¬ 
cess on which the party was arrested 
on that account, the averment in the 
declaration is not supported by shew¬ 
ing that the goods were sold on a cre¬ 
dit which had not lapsed when the ac¬ 
tion was commenced. WhUe v. —— 
Jones, Esq. marshal of the King’s 
Bench. 160 

V0L.V. 


Estoppel. 

Vide Record. 

Evidence. 

1. In an ejectment on a breach of cove¬ 

nant, not to assign or underlet premi¬ 
ses, it is prima facie evidence of an 
underletting, that a person is seen in 
possession, appearing as the tenant, 
sufficient to call on the defendant to 
shew in wdiat character such person 
was in possession, as tenant or ser¬ 
vant to the lessee. Doe cx dem. Hind- 
ley V. Rickurby. Page 4 

2. An averment that a writ has isiued 
and been returned, “ as by the said 
writ and return now remaining in 
court may appear,” cannot be sup¬ 
ported unless it be shewn that it had 
been filed, and an office copy offered 
in evidence. Turner v. Eytes. 8 

3 . In an action for words imputing dis¬ 

honesty to a servant, by ivliich he has 
tost a place, evidence of antecedent 
good conduct is admissible. King v. 
Waring et Ux. 13 

4. On an issue of non est factum to a de- 

duration on a bond, an answer to a bill 
filed in a court of equity, in which 
the execution of the bond is admitted, 
is not suilicient, unless some account is 
given of the subsciibing witness, or 
why he is not called ; for if he can be 
procured, he must prove it. Sir John 
Call V. Dunning. 16 

5. In an action of trespass vi et armis, 
for driving a chaise against another 
and injuring it, the plaintiff must prove 
the defendant the owner to have been 
actually driving; for if driven by a 
servant, the master would not be lia¬ 
ble in trespass. Leume v. Bray. 18 

6. In an action on a guarantee to pay for 

goods delivered to a third person, 
what such third person said respecting 
those goods, is not evidence to charge 
the party who gave the guarantee; the 
delivery must be proved. Evans et al. 
V. Beattie, executors. 26 

7. Where a person who had been exa¬ 
mined as a witness At a former trial 

R is 
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is dead, what he swore at the trial 
may be proved by a witness, who 
heard him give his evidence at such 
former trial. Strutt t. Bovine don. 

Page 56 

8. Where a question of right of water 

has been tried in an action on the 
case, the record of the verdict on that 
trial is evidence in a second action 
against the same defendant, though 
there are other defendants in the new 
action, if they all claim under him. 
Strutt V. Bovtngdon. 58 

9. To prove a right to the soil, acts of 

ownership exercised by one party is 
conclusive evidence against a supposed 
title, from boundaries which have 
never been ascertained. Curzon et al. 
V. Lomax. 60 

10. To prove a person an owner of a 

ship, proof of his having paid bills and 
charges on the ship is suflicient. Tho¬ 
mas V. Foyle. 88 

11. Where bankruptcy is pleaded the 
date of the commission, if it is sub¬ 
sequent to the date of the debt, is 
sufficient in support of the defendant’s 
plea in bar. Pearson v. Fletcher. 

90 

12. If the proceedings are produced, the 
act of bankruptcy found by them is 
sufficient, without proof of the ac¬ 
tual act of bankruptcy. Ibid. ibid. 

IS. Anote given for money advanced by a 
candidate at an election as a bribe, 
though without a stamp, may be given 
in evidence of the bribery. Dover v. 
Maestaer. 92 

14. If the declaration avers generally 
the defendant to be a meter for su¬ 
perintending the delivery of coals, 
proof that he is a deputy coal-nietcr 
is sufficient. Davey y. Lozoe. 70 

15. What was said by an agent having 

authority to sell, at the time of the 
sale, is admissible evidence; but not 
what he has said at another time. Uel- 
year v. Hawke. 72 

16* The book kept at the sick and hurt 
office, containing copies of the returns 
made by officers of persons who have 
died oa hoard of King’s ships, is evi¬ 


dence of the death of seamen. fVal- 
lace V. Cook. Page 117 

17. A receipt for interest indorsed on a 

promissory note, without a stamp (and 
which cannot therefore be given in 
evidence) is evidence to go to the 
jury ; from which they may perceive, 
that from the payment of so much for 
interest there was a principal sum in 
proportion due. Manley et Ux. v. 
Peel. 120 

18. The day-book kept at the judgment 

office is not evidence to prove the time 
of the signing of a judgment. Lee v. 
Meecock. 177 

19. If a bill is indorsed by procuration, 
it should be so stated in the declara¬ 
tion ; for if the declaration states that 
the parly indorsed it, his own proper 
hand-writing being thereunto sub¬ 
scribed, and it appears to have been 
done by procuration from such party, 
it is a fatal variance. Levy v. Ifllson. 

180 

20. The rule that a bankrupt cannot he 

examined as to any matter necessary 
to support his bankruptcy, applies as 
well to cross-examination as to exa¬ 
mination in chief; he, therefore, on 
examination cannot be asked a ques¬ 
tion as to the fact of any act of bank- 
ruptcycommitted prior to that on which 
the commission is founded. Wyatt^ as¬ 
signee of Algar^y. tVilkinsonand ano¬ 
ther. 187 

21. Where there is evidence of several 

persons having engaged in a con¬ 
spiracy, what is said by any of them 
at another time and place, respecting 
the object of the conspiracy, is evi¬ 
dence against the others. Rex v. Sal¬ 
ter and others. 125 

22. if the declaration in an action for a 

false return on a Ji.fa.^ in setting out 
the writ, states the indorsement to 
levy the sum, together with the she¬ 
riff’s poundage, officers* fees and other 
legal charges and incidental expenses 
attending the same, and the writ when 
produced is to levy the sum, together 
with the sheriff *8 poundage, officers* 
toes, &c. it is a variance. Stiles r. 
tiawlinSf and another. 133 

25. What 
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23. What is said by an agent respecting 

a contract or other matter, in the 
course of his employment,-which con¬ 
tract or matter is the foundation of 
the action, is good evidence to affect 
the principal, tdUer, what is said by 
him on auotber occasion. Peto v. 
Hague. Page^ 134 

24. In case for a libel published in a 
weekly paper, after proof, the buying 
of the paper at the defendant’s shop, 
in which the libel was contained: evi¬ 
dence of similar papers purchased at 
the defendant’s shop at other times is 
admissible evidence to shew that the 
paper was regularly published, and 
that the libellous publication was de- 
liberately made. Plunkett v. Cobbetl, 

136 

25. A speculative opinion in a book of 

the same tendency as the libel, may 
be rend as part of the counsel’s speech: 
but if the extract is the representation 
of a fact it cannot be read, unless the 
counsel calls witnesses to prove it. 
Plunkett V. Cobbelt. 138 

26. In an action against the marshal for 

an escape, in which plaintiff declares 
that the person suffered to esca}je was 
indebted to him for goods sold and 
delivered, and that he sued out the 
process on which the party was ar¬ 
rested on that account, the averment 
in the declaration is not supported by 
shewing that the goods were sold on a 
credit which had not lapsed when the 
action was commenced. TVhite v.— 
Jones^ Esq. marshal of the King’s 
llcnch. 160 

27. When a declaration is not specially 
entitled, but refers to the first day of 
term, and the cause of action proved 
is subsequent to the first day of term, 
the production of the writ, shewing 
the true time of its being sued out, is 
sufRcieiit, if it was subsequent to the 
cause of action. Rhodes v. Gibbs. 

163 

28. Where several persons in a club 
join to buy a quantity of coals, and 
afterwards subdivide their shares, and 
the coals are delivered to each mea- 
sure, each person cannot maintain an 


action for the penalty against the 
seller, for the contract of sale is joint. 
Everett q. t. v. Tindall, Page 169 

29. If there has been an encroachment 
on the highway, and the person re¬ 
moves it, and repairs that part of the 
highway which was tiijuredby the en¬ 
croachment, and then leaves it to the 
trustees or parish to repair in future, 
he shall not be liable in future: but 
if the proprietor of the adjoining 
land has for any length of time re¬ 
paired, it is evidence of his liability, 
unless he gives positive evidence of en- 
croachiaient. Rex v. Skinner. 219 

30. An examined copy from the books 

of the manor, that certain pits have 
been demised, is evidence without 
production of the books themselves 
to shew that they were demisable by 
custom. Doe ex Jm. Churchwardens 
of Croijdon v. Cook. 221 

31. Declaration in case for negligently 

steering, managing, and directing ti 
ship, by which another shi|) was in- 
juiod, is not supported by evidence, 
shewing that it proceeded from un¬ 
skilfully stowing the anchor, so that 
it caught hold of the other vessel and 
broke into her side. Hallman v. Ben- 
nett. 226 

32. Vide Rexv. Budd. 230 

33. In a criminal information, the in¬ 
formation .stated that an order had 
been made to land goods at the quay 
or wharf appointed by law. That 
averment is not supported by proving 
an order to land them at the king’s 
warehouses, though it stands on the 
wharf or quay. Rex v. Cassano. 231 

31. The gazette alone is not evidence of 
the appointment of an ofllccr to a com¬ 
mission in the army. Kirzoan v. Cock- 
burn, 233 

35. If the opposite party calls for the 
other’s books, ho has not the option 
to use them or not, he thereby makes 
them eivdence. JVharam v. Routledge. 

235 

36. If an execution is contested as frau- 
duleot, ou the ground that the de¬ 
fendant in that execution had but a 
short time previous issued an execu- 

R 2 tion 
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tion against the then plaintiff, on an 
old warrant of attorney, in which he 
hud sworn that the then plaintiff was 
indebted to him, the affidavit so made 
is evidence, after proof of the issuing 
of an execution upon a judgment sign¬ 
ed on that affidavit. Penn v. Scholey 
and Domvillf sheriffs of London. 

Page 213 

F. 

Felony. 

Felony cannot be committed in stealing 
oysters from oiF an oyster-bed in an 
arm of the sea, though brought there 
for the purpose of breeding. Rex v. 
Walford. 02 

Fixtures. 

Fixtures not separated from the freehold, 
cannot be recovered under a count 
for goods sold. Nutt v. Butler. 

170 

Forgery, 

If a person offers in evidence a paper as 
a copy of a receipt in which words 
are interpolated, not in the original, 
it is forgery. Upfoldy. Leet. 100 

Fraud, 

The not taking possession under an as¬ 
signment or a bill of sale, is not con¬ 
clusive evidence of fraud; there must 
be something more to shew it fraudu¬ 
lent. Hojfman assignee of Phelps v. 

Put. 22 

Frauds^ Statute ojf 

1. If a party has entered into a parol 
agreement fora lease, and a draft of it 
is prepared, though the agreement is 
Toid under the statute of frauds, yet 
by an indorsement referring to the 
case on the draft by the party, admits 
the agreement, it being in writing is 
sufficient vrithin the statnte. Shifpey 
T. Derrison, 190 


2. When goods are sold by sample, and 
the sample delivered as part of the 
bulk, and the bulk thereby diminished. 
This is a part delivery within the sta¬ 
tute of frauds. Klinilz v. Surry. 

Page 267 

3. It is not a good note in writing of the 
sale of goods, if the name of both 
buyer and seller are not used, and it 
should be signed by both, or their 
agents. Champion v. Plummer. 240 

4. When a person iu tMd by two parties 
that he is to be the broker to make a 
contract between them for iI.p sale of 
goods, and he in consequence reduces 
it into writing, and sends a sale note 
of the terms to each party, this is a 
valid contract within the statute of 
frauds. Chapman v. Partridge. 256 

G. 

Cazette. 

The gazette alone is not evidence of 
the appointment of an officer to a com 
mission in the army. Kirwan v. Cock~ 
burn. 233 

Gaol. 

A single magistrate is not liable to pay 
for the expenses incurred in preparing 
plans for a county gaol, advertised for 
by the sessions, of which he was one. 
'Puck and another,executors of Carter^ 
V. RuggleSf Esq. 237 

Goods. 

If the declaration in an aclioii for goods 
sold and delivered state them to be 
the goods of the plaintiff, and they ap¬ 
pear to have been the property of the 
plaintiff and another, though sold by 
the plaintiff, it is a fatal variance. 
Diichburny. Spracklin and others. 

31 

Vide Guarantee. 

Goods sold. 

Fixtures, not separated from the free¬ 
hold, cannot be recovered under a 

count 
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count for goods sold. Nuit ▼. Butler. 

Page 178 

Guarantee. 

In an action on a guarantee to pay for 
goods delivered to a third person, 
what such third person said respecting 
those goods, is not evidence to cljarge 
the party who gave the guarantee; 
the delivery must be proved. Evans 
et at. V, Beattie j execatois. 26 

11 . 

IJ/ghzcdfj, 

If there has been an encroachment on 
the highway, and the person removes 
it, and repairs that part of the high¬ 
way which was injured by the en¬ 
croachment, and then leaves it to the 
trustees or parish to repair in future; 
he shall not be liable in future: but 
if the proprietor of the adjoining 
laud has for any length of time re¬ 
paired it, it is evidence of his liability, 
unless he gives positive evidence of 
encroachment. Rex Skinner. 219 

I. 

Indemnitif. 

When a person becomes bail above for 
another, he is entitled to recover all 
the expenses he has been put to by 
reason of it, and may therefore reco¬ 
ver his expenses in sending after the 
principal to take him, in order to 
render him ; but not expenses of a 
suit improperly defended on such ac¬ 
count. Fisher V. Faliozcs. 171 
See Parish. fVilde v. Grijfin. 

142 

Indictment. 

1. On a joint indictment against several 
for a misdemeanor, a defendant, who 
had suffered judgment to go by default, 
cannot be called as a witness for 
others. Rex v. LafonCy Ilopburny 
jDavzj, J3t//iYer, and another. 

Vide Rex v. Biidd. 230 i 


3. la a criminal information, the in- 
formation stated that an order had 
been made to land goods at the qnay 
or wharf appointed by law, that aver¬ 
ment is not supported by proving an 
order to land them at the King’s 
warehouses, though it stands on the 
wharf or quay. Rex v. Cassano. 

Page 231 

Infant. 

1. Money lent to an infant to procure 
• his liberation from an arrest, may 

come under the description of necessa¬ 
ries ; and may be recoverable in as¬ 
sumpsit, if it appear that he was in 
custody for a debt for necessaries, or 
in execution. Clarice v. Beslie. 28 

2. Ill a joint action, where one defendant 

pleads infancy, the plaintiff cannot 
enter a noli prosequi as to him, and 
proceed against the other. Jajfray v. 
Frebain and others. 47 

3. To bind an infant on a promise to pay 
after full .age, it must be made volun¬ 
tarily, and with full notice that the 
party was then not liable by reason 
of his nonage. Ilarmcr v. Killing. 

102 

4. Regimental clothes furnished to an in¬ 

fant, who was a member of a volun¬ 
teer corps, arc necessaries. Coates t. 
Wilson. 152 

Insolvent. 

The holder of an accommodation note* 
who has received a compensation, who 
covenanted not to sue the indorsee, 
for whose accommodation the note 
was made, may, notwithstandirtg, sue 
the maker ; though on payment of it, 
he will have a right of action against 
the indorsee. Mallet v. Thompson. 

178 

Insurance. 

1. In the case of an insurance on goods 
consigned to a particular port, if on 
the ship’s arrival the intended port is in 
the hands of the enemy, that docs not 

iVarrant 
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warrant an abandonment. Lubbock 
V. Rozccrojl. Page 50 

% Where there is a policy on a ship, 
with liberty to touch and discharge 
goods at a certain place, eren though 
there is a clause in the policy pro- 
■ Tiding for a return of premium, if 
she sails from thence with convoy 
she is not warranted in taking in a 
cargo there. Sheriff v. Potts. 96 
3. Neutral property, taken by a King’s 
ship, though the Court of Admiralty 
pronounce for good cause of seizure, 
but order to be restored, is lawful ob¬ 
ject of insurance. Visger v. Prescott. 

184 

Interest. 

If there is an agreement for tithes to 
be paid at a particular day, the sum 
will bear interest from that day ; but 
on a general agreement for so much a 
year, without specifying any particu¬ 
lar time, no interest is payable. Ship- 
ley V. Hammond. 114 

Interrogatories. 

VidelFAccfcr, assignee of Bryan, v. 
Atkins, 246 

Joint Contract. 

Three persons binding themselves jointly 
and severally in a bond of indemnity, 
if two of them pay the whole money, 
they cannot join in an action for con¬ 
tribution against the third. Kelby and 
Vernon v. Steel. 194 

JoirUenants, 

Where there are three joint trustees of 
an estate, notice to quit or discontinue 
the possession given by two, is bad, 
even though given in the names of 
the three, and the third trustee after¬ 
wards adopts'it, and joins in the de¬ 
mise in ejectment. Right ex dem, 
Fisher^ Ilyronsj and Nash^ t. Cuthell, 

149 


Judgment, 

The day-book kept at the judgment of- 
lice is not evidence to prove the time 
of the signing of a judgment. Leey. 
Meecock. Page 177 

Justice of Peace. 

A sitigle magistrate is not liable to pay 
for the expenses incurred, in preparing 
plans for a county gaol, advertised for 
by the sessions of which he was one. 
Tuck and another, executors of Car¬ 
ter, V. Ruggles, Esq. 237 

L. 

Landlord and Tenant, 

Where a right of entry is given for as¬ 
signing or underletting premises, if a 
person is found in possession of the 
premises, it is prima /acre evidence of 
an underletting, sufficient to call on the 
defendant to explain in what charac¬ 
ter the party was so in possession. 
Doe ex dem. Hindley v. Rickarby. 

4 

Lease. 

If a bankrupt deposit a lease before his 
bankruptcy, but no mortgage or as¬ 
signment of it is made, it transfers no 
estate, but the assignees may recover 
it. Doe ex dem. Maslin v. Roe. 

105 

Vide Landlord and Tenant 
See Frauds, statute of. Shippey v. 

Derrison. 190 

Letter, 

1. Though a letter giving a false cha¬ 

racter of a servant, may be the ground 
of an action, yet if it has been writ¬ 
ten as an answer to a letter, sent not 
with a view to obtain a character, but 
in order to obtain such an answer as 
might afford a ground of action, no 
action can be maintained. King v. 
Waring et XJx, 14 

2. Where notice of the dishonour of a 

bill 
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bill has been given by letter, a copy of 
the letter cannot be given in evidence 
as proof of notice of the bill having 
been dishonoured, unless notice has 
been given to produce it. Langdon 
V. Hulls. Page 15G 

Vide Letter. 

J. The publication in a newsp'iper of the 
depositions taken before a justice of 
the peace on a crinusial cliarge, before 
the party is tried, is libellaus and a 
misdemeanor, lieither can the printer, 
on an information against him fur a 
libel, give them in evidence to shew 
that they were truly published. Kcx 
V. Lee and another. 123 

2. In case for a libel published in a 
•weekly paper, after proof, the buying 
of the paper at the defendant’s shop, in 
which the libel •was contained ; evi¬ 
dence of similar papers purchased at 
the defendant’s shop at other times, is 
admissible evidence to shew that the 
jraper was regularly puldished, and 
that the libellous publication was de¬ 
liberately made. Plunkett v. Coh- 
bett. 136 

Limitations. 

1. If a promissory note of twenty years’ 

date be unaccounted for, it is a pre¬ 
sumption of paymejit. Ihiffield v. 
Creed. 52 

2. if a party says, lie has no recollec¬ 

tion of the debt, but relies on the sta. 
tute, the statute is a good bar. Alder, 
If he admits it unpaid. Jlri/an v. 
Horseman. 81 

Limitations, Siatule of 

Where an agent has been employed to 
pay money for work done, and the 
workmen are referred to him for pay¬ 
ment, and be assents to it, an acknow¬ 
ledgment or promise to pay by him, 
will, after six years, take the case out 
of the statute of limitations. Burt, 
administrator, v. Palmer. 145 


Lotidon. 

An occasional uiulerwTlting a policy at 
Lloyd's, and having a ^eat there, is 
not seeking a livelihood within the 
city of London, so as to subject the 
])nrty to the jurisdiction of the Court 
of Conscience ; if he has a residence 
elsewhere : it must be followed as a 
trade or business. Miller v. HiL 
Hams. Page 19 

M. 

Master and Servant. 

1. In an action of trespass vi et armis, 
for driving a chaise against another, 
and injuring it, the plaintilT must 
prove the defendant the owner to have 
been actually drivii'g ; fur if driven 
by a servant, the master would not 
be liable in trespass. Leamc v. Uroij. 

18 

2. The owner of chaises and horses let 

to hire, is liable to an action for any 
damage aiising from the negligence of 
his drivers, and not the party who 
hires them : he may therefore main¬ 
tain trespass vi et armis against- the 
hirer for any injury done to his horses 
or carriages while so let to hire. 
Dean v. Braiithwaite. 35 

3. If a master gives his servant money 
beforehand to pay for goods, and the 
servant embezzles the money, the 
master is not liable; but if he autho¬ 
rizes the servant to take up goods on 
credit, and he does so, and the master 
afterwards gives him the money to 
pay, which he does not so apply, the 
master is liable. liusby v. Scarlett. 

76 

N. 

Negligence. 

It is no defence to an action for negli¬ 
gently driving a chaise against another 
that the one driven against was on 
the wrong side of the road, if there 
was room sufficient to pass without 
inconvenience. Clay v. Wood. 44 

NexcsiiOjter. 
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Nexsspapcr. 

The publication in a newspaper of the 
depositions taken before a justice of 
the peace on ii criminal charge, be¬ 
fore the party is tried, is libellous and 
a misdemeanor; neither can the 
printer, on an information against him 
for a libel, give them in evidence, to 
shew that they were truly published. 
Rex T. Lee and another. Page 123 

Notice. 

1. A notice served at seven o’clock the • 
evening preceding the day of a trial to 
produce papers at the trial, is not 
sufTiciciit notice. Sims v. Kitchen. 4(1 

2. Notice to quit may be given to a te¬ 

nant by parol, and whore there are 
two tenants of premises held in com¬ 
mon, notice to one is suffiricnt. Doe 
ex dem. Lord Macartney v. J. Crkk 
and William Crick. 190 

See Tenant. Doe ex dem. liuross and 
others, v. Lucas and others. 1 53 

See Letter. Langdon v. Hulls. 150 

O. 

Officer. 

Where there is a justificotion to a charge 
of false imprisonment, that a brc.icli 
of the peace ha\iug been committed, 
the party was given in charge to an 
oflicer, the person desciibcd as an 
oflicer must be really so, and duly 
sworn into the oilicu ; not a patrol, 
or person employed in that way. 
Cliffe V. Little more. 39 

Oyster. \ 

It is not felony to steal oysters oil' the | 
oyster-lays, which are in an arm of the ' 
sea, to which the oysters are brought, 
and which are not the natural pro¬ 
duction of the place. Rex v. WaC 
ford. 62 

P. 

Parish, 

A note given to the oiHcers of a parish, 


to indemnify them against the ex¬ 
penses of a bastard child, is to be 
taken as an indemnity only as far as 
the parish have been put to expense, 
though not so expressed in the note. 
The maker may set up the defence 
that they were not damnified. Wilde 
V. Gfiffin. Page 142 

Parliament. 

The Speaker, or a Membci of Parlia¬ 
ment, may be called upon to give evi¬ 
dence of the fact of a Member of Par¬ 
liament having taken part, or spoken 
on a particular debate ; but he can¬ 
not be a‘iked as to what he knew de¬ 
livered in the cour-.e of the debate. 
Plunkett V. Cobbett. 137 

Partner. 

Vide Ship. 

A partner who suft'ers his name to be 
Used in a firm as a partner, if in fact 
he is not so, nor has any share in the 
business or profits, may be a witness 
for the person whose name is joined 
with his, and who is (he only person 
entitled in action for goods sold. 
Parsons v. Crosby. 199 

Payment. 

1. Payment of money into court is not 

of itself so an admission of the plain¬ 
tiff’s right to recover; but may be 
explained quo animo it was done. 
Ilildyard v. Rlozcers. 69 

2. A payi.ieut to a person acting under 

a power of attorney, after the person 
who gave the power is dead, is avoid 
payment: the death of the party hoing 
a revocation of the power. Wallace 
V. Cook. 117 

3. Perjury at common law may be par¬ 
doned ; and if a witness is produced, 
who has been so convicted, he must 
produce his patent of pardon, exparte 
Saville. Dover v. Maestaer. 92 

Pleading, 
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Pleading. 

1. Where an auctioneer has sold pre- 

miseS) the title to which being coii> 
tested, and he refusing to return the 
deposit, an action is brought, in which 
he afterwards pays the costs, he can¬ 
not recover those costs against the 
principal in an action for money paid; 
but must declare specially. Spurrier 
V. Elderton. Page 1 

2. ^n averment in a declaration, as 

by the said writ and return thereon 
now remaining in court more fully 
appears,” can only be proved by 
shewing that it has been actually 
filed, and producing an office-copy. 
'Turner v. Et/les. 8 

3. If the declaration in an action for 

goods sold and delivered, state them 
to be the goods of the plaintiff, and 
they appear to have been the property 
of the plaintiff and another, though 
sold by the plaintiff, it is a fatal va¬ 
riance. Ditchburn v. Spracklin and 
others. 31 

4. In an action of debt q. t. for selling 
coals contrary to law, the contract for 
the sale of the coals must be truly 
stated, and any variance is fatal; 
therefore where the declaration stated 
the offence to have been committed 
on a sale of coals to two persons, and 
it appears to have been a sale to him 
and another, though the declaration 
stated the exact quantity which the 
two were to receive, it is a fatal 
variance. Parish q. t. v. liurwood. 

33 

5. If to an action on a bail-bond the de¬ 

fendant plead nildebet^ and Iheplaintiff 
does not demur, but takes issue, it lets 
the defendant into any defence he 
may have to the action. Rawlins Sf 
■al. V. Danvers. 38 

6. In a joint action, where one defend¬ 

ant pleads infancy, the plaintiff can¬ 
not enter a noli prosequi as to him, 
and proceed against the other, daffray 
V. Frebain and others. 47 

7. In declaring under the ttatute 5 Eliz. 
c. 5. for followin g a trade, the true 


201 

trade must be set out; describing the 
party as following a branch of it will 
not be sufiicient. Spencer v. Mann. 

Page 110 

Power ofAUorney. 

If a bankrupt, previous to his bank¬ 
ruptcy, has given a power of attorney 
to another, to receive sums of money 
due to him, in consideration of en¬ 
gagements entered into by such person 
on account of the bankrupt, money 
received under such power, after the 
bankruptcy may be recovered by the 

assignees. Hovill^ assignee of- 

a bankrupt, v. Lethwaite. 358 

Practice. 

1. A notice to produce papers served at 
seven o’clock in the evening preceding 
a trial, is too short to entitle the 
party to insist on the production 
of the papers. Sims v. KUdien. 46 

2. In a joint action, where one defend¬ 

ant pleads infancy, the plaintiff can¬ 
not enter a noli prosequi as to him, 
and proved against the other. Jaffray 
v. Frebain and others. 47 

3. Payment of money into court is not 

of itself an admission of the plaintiff’s 
right to recover; but may be ex¬ 
plained quo animo it was done. IJild- 
yard v. Blowers. 69 

R. 

Receipt. 

Vide Evidence. 

Record. 

1. An averment in a declaration, 
by the said writ and return thereon 
now remaining in court more fully 
appears,” can only bo proved by 
shewing that it has been actually 
filed, and producing an office-copy. 
Turner v. Eyles. 8 

2* Where a question of right has been 
tried in an action on the case, the 

record 
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record of that trial) though not an 
estoppely is conclusive evidence as to 
the right) against the same party on 
the record and those claiming under 
him. Strutt v. Bovingdon. Page 58 

3. Defendant pleads a judgment by 
reason of the non>performance of 
several promises and undertakings. 
The record) when produced, was a 
judgment on one count only, on a 
bill of exchange referred to the pro- 
thonotary, and a remittitur damna 
as to all the other counts. It is a va¬ 
riance, and does not sustain the plea.' 
Read v. Borradaile and others. 223 

Rqdevin. 

In replevin, the party under whom the 
defendant makes cognizance, is not 
an admissible witness for the defend¬ 
ant. Golding V. Nias, 272 

Road. 

Vide Negligence. 

S. 

Sailor. 

1. Though a ship, when she sails on a 

voyage, is not seaworthy, and after 
having performed part of the voyage 
is in cpnsequence obliged to put into 
port, and compelled to abandon the 
voyage, that does not give the sailors 
a right to recover any wages, no 
freight being earned. Eaken v. 
Thom. 6 

2. Where assumpsit will lie on sailors’ 
articles, though under seal. Vide 
Atsumpstt and Deed. 

3. A sailor, retained under certain wages 

by articles, cannot claim any money 
as gratuiij/ money due by usage. 
Elmorihy. Woohnore. 84 

Vide Evidence. 

Stde. 

1. Where an auctioneer has sold pre¬ 
mises, the title to which being con < 
tested) and he refusing to return the 


dpoosit, an action is brought, in which 
he afterwards pays the costs, he can¬ 
not recover those costs against the 
principal in an action for money paid, 
but must declare specially. Spurrier 
v, Elderton. Page 1 

Vide Pleading. 

2. It is not a good note in writing of the 
sale of goods, if the name of both 
buyer and seller are not used, and it 
should be signed by both, or their 
agents. Champion t . Plummer, 240 

3. When goods are sold by sample, and 
the sample delivered in patf of the 
bulk, and the bulk thereby dim! n ished. 
This is a part delivery within the sta¬ 
tute of frauds. Klinitzy, Surry. 267 

4. When a person is told by two parties 
that he is to be the broker to make a 
contract between them for the sale of 
goods, and he in consequence reduces 
it into writing, and sends a sale note 
of the terms to each party, this Is a 
valid contract within the statute of 
frauds. Chapman v. Partridge. 256 

Sheriff. 

If to an action on a baiUbond, the de¬ 
fendant plead nil dehety and the plain¬ 
tiff does not demur, but takes issue, it 
lets the defendant into any defence he 
may have to the action. Rawlins Sf 
at. V. Danvers. 38 

Ship. 

1. Though a ship, when she sails on a 
voyage, is not seaworthy, and after 
having performed part of the voyage, 
is in consequence compelled to aban¬ 
don the voyage, and obliged to put 
into port, that does not give the sail¬ 
ors a ight to recover any wages, no 
freight being earned. Eakeny.Thom.6 

2. If a person who supplies stores to a 

ship, of which there are several own¬ 
ers, takes in payment the bill of the 
ship’s husband (a part owner) and 
settles with him alone, he thereby 
discharges the other owners, particu¬ 
larly if the bill is renewed. Read v. 
White and others. 121 

3. To establish the fact of a person being 

the 
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m 


the owner of a ship, evidence of his 
having paid for stores, &c. is primu 
sufficient. Thomas v. Foifle. P. 89 

4. If a ship gets aground, and cannot 
be got off ill the opinion of competent 
persons, the captain may sell for the 
owner’s benefit; but it must be done 
only in cases of extreme necessity, 
and be purely bona Jide. Jlayman v. 
Mo fton. 65 

Vide Sailui’. 

Slander. 

1. Though a letter, giving a false cha¬ 
racter of a servant, may be the ground 
of an action, yet if it has been 
written as an answer to a letter, sent 
not with a view to obtain a character, 
but ill order to obtain such au answer 
as might afford a ground of action, no 
action can be maintained. King v. 
Waring ct Ux. 14 

.3. In an action for words imputing dis¬ 
honesty to a servant, by which he has 
lost a place, evidence of anteceilent 
good condU(‘t is admissible. Same Case. 

4. Words spoken to a committee of a 
Volunteer Corps, respecting a mem¬ 
ber, charging him with improper prin¬ 
ciples, are not actionable, if that com¬ 
mittee have the general direction of 
the corps. Barbaad v. Jloolcham. 

109 

Stamp. 

1. A note for money given to voters as 

a bribe, may be given in evidence of 
the bribery in an action on the sta¬ 
tute, though it has no stamp. Dover 
V. Maestuer. 92 

2. Where an agreement between several 

parties is offered in evidence, and it is 
objected to on the ground that it is 
not sufficiently stamped, by reason of 
the omission of a stamp, proof of that 
lies on the defendant, who makes the 
objection, it being a fact. Wadding- 
ton V. Francis. 182 

3. An agreement respecting the sale of 
goods need not be stamped, though it 
contains stipulations concerning the 


mode of payment and other things. 
Heron v. Granger, Page 269 

Statute. 

1. By the statute 2 Geo. II. c. 3. which 

regulates sailors’ wages and contracts, 
no money but what is reserved by the 
articles, can be claimed; nor can any 
usage sanction a claim for any thing 
ill the form of a gratuity. Eiswortk 
V. Woolmore. 85 

2. The statute of 7 Geo. 1. c. 31, re* 
• specting contingent debts, applies to 

written securities only. Parslozo v. 
Dear love. 78 

3. In an action on the 5th of Eliz. c. 3. 

for following a trade, the trade must 
be accurately described. Spencer q. 
t. T. Man. 110 

4. An occasional under-writing of a po¬ 

licy at Lloyd's, and having a seat 
there, is not a seeking a livelihood 
within the city of London,'^ sufficient 
to subject a party to the Court of 
Conscience act, if lie has a residence 
elsewhere : it must be followed as a 
trade or business. Miller v. Wil¬ 
liams. 29 

Statute 22 Geo, TI. 

Sec Dancing 

Stock. 

1. The seller of stock is not bound to 
be at the place ready to make the 
transfer on the day of the purchase ; 
u reasonable degree of promptness is 
sufficient. Bourdenave v. Gregory, 

115 

2. In order to entitle a party to recover 
the difference arising from u resale of 
stock, which the defendant had con¬ 
tracted to purchase, it is not necessary 
that the resale should take place oa 
the next transfer-day. Same Case, 

3. An agreement for the purchase of 

stock, to be transferred at a future 
day, at a price below the then value, 
is not usurious. Pike v. Ledaell 
and Ann Monprivalt, 164 

2 Tenant. 
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T. 

Tenant. 

1. The mere leaving of a notice to quit 

at the tenant's house, without further 
proof of its being delivered to a ser¬ 
vant and explained, or that it came to 
the tenant’s hands, is not suificient to 
support an ejectment. Doe ex dem. 
Buross and others v. Lucas and 
others. Poge 153 

2. Where a tenant by lease continues to 
hold after the expiration of it, as te- • 
nant at will, and assigns to another, 
the tenancy of the assignees shall be 
held to commence at the day on which 
it commenced, under the lease, and a 
notice to quit on that day only is good, 
notwithstanding the assignee came in 
on a different day. Doe ex dem. Cas- 
tleton and others v. Samuel. 173 

3. Notice to quit may be given to a te¬ 

nant by parol, and where there are 
two tenants of premises held in com¬ 
mon, notice to one is sufficient. Doe 
ex dem. Lord Macartney v. J. Crick 
KU^WillUim Crick. 196 

4. Money paid to a landlord, who was 

about to distrain, by a trader after an 
act of bankruptcy committed, is not 
recoverable back by the assignees. 
Stevenson Sf al. assignees of Knight, 
a bankrupt, v. Wood. 200 

Tender. 

A tender of money, with a demand of 
a receipt in full, and refused on that 
ground, is not a good tender; neither 
is it a good tender where the money 
is not in sight, for it cannot appear 
that if the party was willing to have 
accepted it, it could have been imme¬ 
diately paid: it should be at hand, 
and capable of immediate delivery. 
Glascoii V. Day. 48 

I 

Term. 

When a declaration is not specially en¬ 
titled, but refers to the first day of 
term, and the cause of action is sub¬ 
sequent to the first day of term, the 


production of the writ, shewing 
the true time of its being sued out, 
is sufficient if it was subsequent to 
the cause of action. Rhodes v. Gibbs. 

Page 163 

Title. 

1. To prove a right to the soil, acts of 

ownership exercised over it by one 
party are conclusive evidence against 
a supposed title, from boundaries 
which have never beer, ascertained. 
Curzon el al. v. Lomax. 60 

2. In a question respecting a right of 

water, the record in a former action 
respecting the same right, is evidence 
in a second action against the same 
defendant, and all claiming under him. 
Strutt T. Bovingdon. 56 

Trade. 

In an action on the statute 5 KHz. c. 5, 
respecting trades, the trade must be 
accurately described; it will not be 
sufficient to slate a subordinate branch 
of a general trade. Spencer q. t. v. 
Man. 110 

Vide Usage. 

Trespass. 

1. In an action of trespass vi et arntis, 
for driving a chaise against another 
and injuring it, the plaintiff must 
prove the defendant the owner to have 
been actually driving it; for if driven 
by his servant, the master would not 
be liable to trespass. Leame v. Bray. 

18 

2. The owner of chaise and horses let 

to hire, is liable to an action for any 
damages from the negligence of the 
drivers, and not the party hiring: the 
owner may therefore maintain tres¬ 
pass vi et armis, against the hirer for 
any damage done to them by the 
hirer, whilst so let to hire. Dean r. 
BratUhwait. 35 

7}/ihes. 

Vide Interest. 


Usage. 
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U. 

Usage* 

1. In gent'ral cases the shipper of goods 
is bound to give notice of the ship¬ 
ping ; bat this may be controlled by 
the usage of trade. Goom y. Jackson. 

Page 112 

2. No usage can sanction a claim by sail¬ 

ors for a gratuity beyond the sum 
specified in their articles. Elstsorthv. 
Woolmore. 84 

Usury. 

l.If the acceptor of a bill of exchange 
which has some time to run, discounts 
his own acceptance, and takes more 
than legal interest, it is not usury. 
Barclay q.t. v. Walmsley. 11 

Vide IVitness. 

2. An agreement for the purchase of stock 

to be transferred at a future day, at a 
price below the then value is not usuri¬ 
ous. Pike V. Ledwell aud Ann Mon^ 
privait. 1G4 

V. 

I \triance. 

1. An averment in a declaration as by 
the said writ and return now remaiuing 
in court may appear,” can only be 
proved by shewing it to have been ac¬ 
tually filed, and producing an office- 
copy. Turner v. Eylcs. 8 

% If the declaration in an action for 
goods sold and delivered state them to 
be the goods of the plaintiff, and they 
appear to have been the goods of the 
plaintiff and another person, the va¬ 
riance is fatal. Ditchburn v. Sprack- 
ffn and others. 31 

3. If the declaration describes a party 
as a meter, generally, for superintend¬ 
ing the measuring of coals, the aver¬ 
ment is supported by shewing him to 
be a deputy meter. Davey v. Lowe. 70 

4. Defendant pleads a judgment, by rea¬ 
son of the non-performance of several 
premises and undertakings. The re¬ 


cord, when produced, was a judgment 
on one count only, on a bill of ex¬ 
change referred to the prothouotary, 
and a remittitur damna not as to all 
the other counts. It is a variance, aud 
does not sustain the plea. Read v. 
Borradaile and others. Page 233 

5. Declaration in case for negligently 

steering, managing, and directing a 
ship, by which another ship was in¬ 
jured, is not supported by evidence, 
shewing that it proceeded from unskil¬ 
fully stowing the anchor, so that it 
caught hold of the other vessel, and 
broke into her side. HuUman r. 
Bennett. 226 

6. In a criminal information, the inform¬ 
ation stated, that an order had been 
made to land goods at the quay or 
wharf appointed by law. That aver¬ 
ment is not supported by proving an 
order to land them at the King’s 
warehouse, thougli it stands on the 
wharf or quay. Rex v. Cassano, 231 

7. A declaration for not delivering soil 

or breeiie is not supported by proving 
an agreement to deliver soil only, soil 
and breeze being dillereut things. 
Clark V. Manstone. 339 

W. 

IVages. 

1. Though a ship, when she sails on a 
voyage, is not sea-worthy; and after 
having performed part of the voyage, 
is ill consequence obliged to put into 
port, and compelled to abandon the 
voyage, that does not give the sailors 
a right to recover any wages, no freight 
being earned. Eaken v. TTtom. 6 

2. Where assumpsit will lie on sailors’ 
articles for wages, though under seal. 
Vide Assumpsit and Deed. 

3. A sailor retained under certain wages 

by articles, cannot claim any money 
as gratuity money due by usage. Els- 
worth V. Woolmore. 84 

Warranty. 

1. If a warranty is given by an agent on 
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a sale, viliat lie has said at the time of 
the sale is good eTidence; but not what 
he has said at another time. Helyear 
V. Hawke, Page 72 

2. A person, who was the former propri* 
etor of a horse, and which he sold 
with a warranty, may be a witness to 
prove the soundness when he sold it. 
Briggs T. Crick. 99 

Witness. 

1. On an issue of non esi factum to a 
declaration on a bond, an answer to a 
billAled in a court of equity, in which 

' the execution of the bond is admit¬ 
ted, is not sufficient unless some ac¬ 
count is given of the subscribing wit¬ 
ness, and why he is not called ; for if 
he can be procured, he must prove it. 
Sir John Call v. Dunning. 16 

2. A bankrupt cannot be called to explain 
an equivocal act of bankruptcy. Hojf- 
ffian, assignee of Phelps^ v. Pitt. 22 

3. In an action for w'ork and labour, or 
goods sold, a witness may be asked as 
to the particular sum which was paid 
for any part of the work done, or 
goods charged for. Pricker v. French. 

79 

4. A person who was the former pro¬ 

prietor of and sold a horse, with a 
warranty, may be a witness to prove 
his soundness when he sold it. Briggs 
V. Crick. 99 

5. If three persons are indicted for a 
conspiracy, the wife of one cannot be 
a witness for the other. Rex v. Locker. 

107 

6. In an action by the indorser of a bill 
of exchange against the acceptor, the 


drawer of the bill to whose order 
it was payable, and who indorsed it to 
the plaintiff, may be a witness to prove 
that there was usury in the discount¬ 
ing of the bill. Brand v. Ackerman. 

Page 119 

7. On a joint indictment against several 
for a misdemeanor, a defendant, who 
had suffered judgment to go by de¬ 
fault, cannot be called as a witness 
for the others. Rex v. Lafone^ Hop- 
burny Davis'y Billiter, and another. 

154 

8. A person who suffers his name to bo 

used in a him as a partner, if in fact 
he is not so, nor has any share in the 
business or profits, may be a witness 
for the person whose name is joined 
with his, and who is the only person 
entitled in action for goods sold. Par¬ 
sons V. Crosby. 199 

9. In replevin the party under whom the 

defendant makes cognizance, is notan 
admissible witness for the defendant. 
Golding V. Nias. 272 

Writ. 

If the declaration in an action fora false 
return on a Ji.fa.y in setting out the 
writ, states the indorsement to levy 
the sum, together with the sheriff’s 

• poundage, officers’ fees, and other legal 
charges and incidental expenses, at¬ 
tending the same, and the writ, when 
produced, is to levy the sum, toge¬ 
ther with the sheriff’s poundage, offi¬ 
cers* fees, &c. It is a variance. Stiles 
V. Rawlins and another. 133 

See Term. Rhodes v. Gibbs. 272 
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PREFACE. 


After having, for such a length of time, 
discontinued the office of Reporter, some 
account may be necessary why I again 
appear, and send the fallowing Number of 
Nisi Prius Peports into the world, particu* 
larly when my successor has so ably per¬ 
formed that ta^sk. I am not resuming the 
office. The following number will be found, 

with the exception of a few cases, to com«* 

* 

mence so far back as the beginning of the 
year 1806, and to fill up the interval be¬ 
tween the conclusion of* my fifth volume 
and the period whea Mr. Campbell com¬ 
menced his Reports/ In the year 1807, in 
consequence of a severe ne^ous illness, I 

Ml 

was forced to relinquisK th^ task of report¬ 
ing : and on my recov^r^ 1 found myself 
inhkpable of talking 'nqt^ iirith that correct- 
.V » SI » 


ness 


4 



Tl 


PREVAGE* 


ness which tv^as requisite to give them to the 
world as acoqrate [Reports of what fell from 
the learned Judges by whom the points 
were decided* I therefore relinquished every 
further intention of reporting generally on 
my former plan. From that period I have, 
however, with Jittlf exception, tak^n Kotei 
of 'Cases* only in which I wair iftysclf 
ebunsef, and for the accuracy of which I 
coi|ld answer. From the collection, there¬ 
fore, of thi’ce years previous to the time 1 
hhi^ mentioned, thiij umber of 
iiepdris is formed, togetherwith those subse¬ 
quent Cases in which I was personally con¬ 
cerned, which accounts for the frequent 
recurrence*of my name as Counsel in them* 
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SirriPsGS AFIXR TERM AT W ESI MINS TER. 


IvIe a ZC a N V. V K A ll S A LL. 

was an action of Debt on Statute, to recover 
the amount of several penalties given by Sial. 
13 and 14 Cha 11. c. 15. se£l. 2. for following iht 
trade of a silk tiirowsccr, without having served 
an apprenticeship. 

By that Statute it is enacted: 

“ Tliat no person shall, directly or indirectly, 
use, exercise, continue, or set up the tiatie 
‘‘ or mystery of a silk throwster, unless such as are 
or shall be apprentices to the said trade, or have 
Yol. VI. B “ served 


T,t>. IG, 


A i 7 t.r on c.irrv- 
in^ on :i f' 

I '!ily 
for chi' II 1 on- 
Iv , 11 I. 1 li 'hie 

to tlic 1 i.iity 
of iic -tfOiitc, 
for latnuuoik 

;i n.ii'i- iMiliout 
sciviii; an vip- 
j'ltntiCtbhiG. 
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“ served seven years apprenticeship thereto, under 
“ a penalty of 40.s. per month.” 

The Plaintiff in proof of his case gave in evi¬ 
dence, That the business of silk throwing was 
carried on at a manufactory of the Defendant at 
Brick-lanCt Spitalfulch. This fact was proved 
by a witness, who further stated. That he, the 
witness, conducted the business, but that the money 
was provided by the Defendant PLtirsaU, to whom 
in fact he was servant. 

This was the evidence as to carrying on the trade 
by the Defendant, relied upon by the Plaintiff as 
entitling him to recover. 

The same witness being cross-examined by the De¬ 
fendant’s Counsel, proved, that in fact Mr. Pearsally 
the Defendant, was a mere Trustee and Executor 
under the will of one West^ deceased, to whom in 
his life-time the business belonged^ and by whom 
it had been carried on; and that it was, pursuant 
to the direction of West's will, continued and car¬ 
ried on by Pearsall, for the benefit of the widow, 
and of a child of West's, without Pearsall's de¬ 
riving any benefit or advantage whatever from it 
to himself. That the profits of the trade and ma¬ 
nufactory itself were the object of a bill in equity, 
and then depending in Chancery, the Defendant 
here being a party as a Trustee : That the witness 
managed and directed the whole concern, and that 
he had served a seven year’s apprenticeship to the 
business of silk throwing. 

It w'^as contended for the rialntiff, that by the 
words of the act, “ no person could carry on the 

trade 
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trade in any way whatever, unless he had served 
an apprenticeshipand the act being, that it 
should not be done, directly or indirectly,” with¬ 
out any exception whatever; the mode of carry¬ 
ing on the business here suggested, could furnish 
no answer to the action. 

For the Defendant, the case of Rayiiard v. 
Chase, 1 Burr. 1, was relied upon, in which it 
was decided ; that the statute extended not to cases 
where the party charged as liable to the penalty, 
took upon himself no part of the management of 
the concern, but was a dormant partner only: That 
this case was much stronger, for here the Defendant 
liad ne interest in the business, nor derived any ad¬ 
vantage from it whatever. 

PfO’ Lord Fllenborouoit. A mere Trustee 
who has the business cast on him, and who carries 
it on, -not for his own benefit, but in tiie character 
of Trustee: who docs not assist in the several opera¬ 
tions, or take any part in the condtict of it, is not 
wiihin the statute. There is here no beneficial carry¬ 
ing on of the trade, which only can by possibility .'-ub- 
ject the party to the penalty. I'hc Plaimiir must 
be called. 

Being pressed to reserve the point, he lefuseJ, 
saying, he had no doubt of the law. 

Pari: and Copley for the riainiiff. 

Sir V, Gibbs and Anclrtivs for the Defendant, 
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Feb. 17 , ItOS. 


Doe ex dcm. Peacock v. Raffait. 


Aj'wmi'iitfora Tiirs was an action of Ejectment for a shed in 

dfiTiisr for a 

yenr, ti't- rent to Covcnt Garden Market. 

bt' p'lifl weekly, 

and to have a Tiic Defendant held it as Tenant to the Plaintiff, 

in:;, it no de- The Plaintiff proved the payment of the rent, 

fa-ilt wa- made , . , , , , , . . . 

in piymcnt which was Weekly, and then gave in evidence a 
bin which ’ week’s notice to quit, and there i LStpd his case, 
it^-sor aftci- (.^<trroxi\ lor the rlaintiU, stating, J nat the nonce 
Tx^cutc, 'and*'* to quit was sufficient, as it corresponded wiih the 
bisrlTi’t wl 'kiV, Iiolding, which was weekly, as such was the reser- 
r'li'om'h’c' no-'* rent, and was of course evidence 

tlwugiMhc' holding, and relied on a case of Doc cx dcm 

a:;rm,.ent was p.jyrrv. lluZCl, J Vw/J. N.P. C'. D E 

and aithou.kdi, Lord Ei-i-ENnoKoirGir assciitcd to it—consider- 

it a weekly tc- 

natit, a wtck i tjjg notico as le/sl, and a reasonable notice to 
quit, and called on the Defendant to enter on Iiis 
defence. 

The defence was. That there had been an agree¬ 
ment between the parties for the letting of the 
premises. 'I'hat the agreement wa^ for a letting 
for a year, thougf' with a weekly reservation 
of rent. That the agreement was in writing; 
but that after it had been engrossed, the lessor of 
Plaintiff refused to execute it, as it would be in¬ 
consistent with his lease from the Duke of Bedford, 
to whom the ground of Co vent Garden belonged, 
and who had leased the shed to him. In this agree¬ 
ment the parties had agreed. That if the Defend¬ 
ant regularly paid his rent, he should not be put out 
of possession, without four weeks* notice to quit. 

It 


notice was 
good. 
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It was I hen contended by the Defendant’s counsel, 
on the authority of the case Dot ex chin JUgu; v, 
Bell, 51'crm Rep. 471, that the Defendant could not 
be ousted on a week’s notice, but should have,had 
the four weeks reserved under the agreement. That 
though the agreement was void, as the lessor had 
not executed it, still it was “evidence’of, and should 
govern the intention of the parties. 

The agreement was made 27th August, ] 800. 

It was proved, That on the fait’h of this agree¬ 
ment the Defendant had laid out near 2001. in im¬ 
proving the premises, and that he had regularly 
paid his rent up to the 12th of December, on which 
day the notice to quit had been given. The demise 
was laid on the 20th December, being the expira¬ 
tion of a week from that day. 

The Plainlill ’s counsel replied. That the agree¬ 
ment, which had never been executed, could not 
controul the demise, which, from the reservation of 
the rent must bo decided to be from week to w'cek, 
upon which holding a sullicient notice to quit had 
been given. 

Lord l’iJ.iiNrr.oRou<;ti said, That a week’s no¬ 
tice to quit was certainly sufficient, where the hold¬ 
ing w-^as w'cckly ; but the rule of law, as to the lega¬ 
lity of the notice, was still controiilable by the actual 
agreement of the parties That here an answ'cr had 
been given to the Plaintill ’s case, which relied on the 
presumption ; by shewing an actual agreement as to 
the time of notice to quit; for whether it was a week¬ 
ly holding or a yearly holding, lour weeks* notice 
was required to quit, in case there had been no de¬ 
ll 3 fault. 
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fault in payment of tlie rent, and it had been proved 
that there had been no defaault: the Defendant was. 
therefore entitled to four weeks notice. As to ‘the 
agreement, it was not evidence further than as shew¬ 
ing what v/ere the true terms upon which the partied 
treated, and under which the Defendant took pos¬ 
session. ' * 

The Plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Garrow and Morris for Plaintiff, 

i 

Wigley for Defendant. 


Fth. lS>> 


Sly u. Edgley, 


If a person cm- Xhis was ati action on the case against the De¬ 
ploys a trades- _ , , _ _ 

man to do any fendant, changing him with having negligently and 
and m the txc- improperly left open in the public street, or high- 

Cut.onof.t.he . , , . r u u ni • -n- , , 

^adesman, or Way, a Certain hole, into which the Plaintin had 
theirjicsii*s*’iicc, fallen and broke his leg. 

to tny ,)ni, the The Plaintiff was a proprietor, with others, of 
several houses in Mansfield-place, Kentish-town. 
ins frora'sjeh' I'he kitchcns being subject to be overflowed, it was 
oegitct. agreed among the several inhabitants to sink a 
large sewer up the street They jointly employed 
a bricklayer, who opened the sewer, and he having 
left it open, the Plaintiff fell in and met with the 
accident in question. 

Two points were made by the counsel for the 
Defendant; First, that the Defendant having been 
concerned wiih others, he could not be sued alone, 

but 
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but that the others should be joined: Secondly, 
that the Defendant and others having employed 
the bricklayer, by whose negligence the accident 
had been occasioned, the wrong had been done by 
^Ihe negligence of the bricklayer, so that the action 
should have been brought against him: That the 
bricklayer was not the servant of the Defendant, 
for whose acts he might be made responsible ; He 
was employed to do a certain work, and the mode 
of doing it, which had caused the injury, was en¬ 
tirely his own act, and therefore he only should be 
liable. 

Lord Ei.lenborough over-ruled both the ob¬ 
jections. He said, It was admitted that the De¬ 
fendant was the person who gave the order, though 
with others, and the injury had arisen from the 
execution of it, and he was bound to take care 
that in doing what was a lawful act, it snould 
be done so as not to be injurious to the public. 
As to the second point, it was the rule of r- \pon» 
deat. Superior, what the bricklayer did was by the 
Defendant’s direction. That he had employeu the 
bricklayer; it was the bricklayer’s duty to have 
given the public, notice of the state of these works, 
and the danger to which they might be subjccied. 
Though the principal was liable to the injured 
party, the bricklayer would be liable over for his 
own neglect. 

The Plaintiff had a verdict. 

Park and Comyn for the Plaintiff, 

Carraw and ^Espinasae for the Defendant. 

B 4 Burney 
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Feu. 50» 


Bi; RNLY V. JeNNING5?- 


Wheicanap- This was an action of debt or bond. The bond® 
VioVti'^h.ifive rexited ‘'That the son of the Defendant had been 
bound as an apprentice to the Plaintiff for five 
the years.” The condition of the bond was for the 
iS^'tuuie'r'Mat, sei vice of her son, and that in case of his abscond- 
beilii'mr^^even o*’ absencc .the Defendant became bound to 
‘^piiy the Plaintiff 40/. a year for every year he 
should be absent. 


The boy had absconded, and the action was for 
40 /. the sum reserved for one year’s absencc. 

It was, on the part of the Defendant, relied on 
as a defence to this action, that the Statute .5tb 
Ihliz 31, required, That all indentures of appren¬ 
ticeship hoLild be lor the terra of seven years, or they 
were to be considered as void : that here the binding 
of the apprentice was stated to be for five years 
only, aiid of course was void under the Statute, and 
thi/ it being void, the instrument conditioning for 
that service uiider it was void also—i'hc Defend¬ 


ant had specially pleaded the Statute to that effect. 

It was cuntended in answ-er, by the Plaintiflf*s 
counsel, that the indenture of apprenticeship, being 
a contract for the benefit of an infant, was not void, 
but voidable only by the infant's own dissent on 
attaining full age, which here had not taken place; 
that Settlements were constantly gained under 
indentures by service under such binding, which 
could not be the case, if they were to be considered 


as 
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as void; and though it was contended, that die 
boy, by absconding, had shown his i'itention to 
avoid the indenture; that at all events the Defend¬ 
ant, his mother, wiio was a party to the deed, had 
lio right to avail herself of the indenture being 
void. 

Jackson Warwick, 7 Term Rep. i 21, was cited 
for Defendant, whore a note, gweii i.u;der similar 
circumstances, was held to be void *. 

The parties afterwards comprtMnised, but not 
until Lord Elli-.xborol'gh had expressed the 
strong inclination of his lipinion ; that the plea was 
vrell pleaded j and that it amounted to a legal 
defence !• 

Garrow and JMnrrijat for the PlaintilT. 

Sir Vicarij Gibbs and La.ccs for the Defendant. 


* The case cited niJackfon v. fflirurirk, 7 Term Rep. 121, was where \ 
promissory notcgi\cii by the tathci for paituf the a})prcntice.-ra‘ ol li.s 
son, it was held that the IMaintifl could not iccover on it, there bcinj; na 
mention of any premium irivcn, nor appropriate stamp, and of course the 
indenture was void by Slat, u Ann, cli. 9 . 

+ As to the point of how far an infant can avoid an indenture »>f ap¬ 
prenticeship, and what acts ariinunt to it, vide Hex v* tliurlrini^/uin, C 
'lexni Rep 557 , and Hex v. Ilealon Mortis, 6 Term Rep. fl53. 


Doe 
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Saiae Day, 


Doe € 1 ' clan. Holcomb v, Johnson. 


If a tenant Xhis was an action of Eicctment for a public-house 

and by the Plaintiff as Lessor, against the Dc- 

aiiciwards pays fendaiit as the Tenant. 

for thi- lime lo 

thcbtRiniimscf The Plaintiff proved the tenancy and payment 

a succeeding tc- , * , ' 

guiar quariti, of relit at Christiiias and Midbummer. 

fromwhich time • • , i t , 

he pays half- 1 hc iioticc givcu by tlic Landlord was to quit at 

yeaily, Ins te- . 

nancy com- L^nristmas. 

thlt Kguirr"* I'he defence was grounded on the supposed in- 

Which he paid suificicncy 01 this noticCj as not ending with the 
Defendant’s 'Perm. 

Defendant’s case waSj That he had come in under 
a person of the name of Cockett; That Cockett’s 
tenancy commenced on the 2]st of November; 
and that of course the notice to quit should have 
been to quit on that day. 

Cockett was called, and he proved that fact, that 
he had so come into possession at that time, which 
was the half quarter ; but it appeared that the rent 
had afterwards been paid by him from^the time of 
his coming in up to the Christmas following, and 
afterwards received by the landlord from Cockett at 
Midsummer and Christmas. 

Lord Ellenborough. The notice to quit 
must correspond with the commencement of the 
term. But if the Tenant comes in in the middle of 
a quarter, and he afterwards pays his rent for that 

half 
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Iialf quarter, and continues then to pay from the 
commencement of a succeeding quarter, he is not 
a Tenant from the time of his coining in, but from 
the succeeding quarter day. In this case, had 
Cockett paid his rent on the half-year commencing 
from the 21st of November, that would have been 
a tenancy frcin the 21st 'of November, and the 
notice to quit should liave corresponded with it. 
But here the rent is jiaid half yearly from ChrhtrnaSa 
that must be therelore held to bo the commence’* 
ment of the tenancy. 

Verdict for Plaintiff, 

Gihbs aud Marryat for Plaintiff. 

Carrow for Defendant, 


srrriNGs after term 

AT GUILDHALL. 


Holland, Esq. Executor of O'uara, 

V, S M 1 TII, Execu tor of Ke N D R IC K . March 4. 

Xhis was an action for money had and received, of ll'suran^S 

■ni r been ellei-red on 

Plea or Jvon-assumpsit, the life of a 

This action was brought to recover a sum of cimy'w JhV** 
J50L under the following circumstances:— 

A person of the name of O^liara, in his life-time mJ,m?to the*' 
had been a Captain in the Navy; the Defendant’s SeSo"* wh*J“ 

pays tlicni.ifthe 

piincipal is afterwards paid, the debtor, or his representative, is entitled tu the policy. 

testator. 
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testator, Kciuirfch', had been his agent: having 
become indebted to KendrirJc, and having ho 
Becuriry to give; Kvndrick had effected a Policy on 
his life for 1.50 /. at the Pelican Insurance Office. 
(Vhara died in the year 1802. The money due 
from 0*hara to Kendrick had been paid, and 
Kendrick being then defad, and the office liable on 
the Policy, the Defendant w'as called upon by the 
Piaiatiffi, as Executor of O’/mrr/, for the l*olicy, or 
the value of it. ' 

The Defendant refused to deliver up tlic Policy, 
and relied upon his right to hold it, on the ground, 
that having been called upon by ihc Office, previous 
to (Thairds death, to pay the premium, he had paid 
it, in order to preserve the Policy on the event of 
Ohara'^ death taking place. 

The Defendant afterwards applied for the amount 
of the Insurance, and it had been paid by the office. 
The present action was therefore brought to re¬ 
cover the amount of the insurance on 0 *hara ’9 life, 
so paid to Defendant. 

It was contended for the Defendant, that O'ltara 
iie\ or had any interest in the Policy j that it had 
been merely efiecled by Kendrick for his own 
security to cover, in the event of O'Jrnras death, 
the money due to him by O'hara : that no interest 
in it could therefore pass to 0’hara\s executor, and 
that he could therefore maintain no action for what 
nevt;r could belong to the "1 estator’s estate. 

To rebut this position the Plaintilf proved, that 
during the number of years the policy subsisted, 
which was from 171)7, though Kendrick had paid the 

money 
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money for the premiums at the O'Tice^ h i ha»! re^u- 
Iai*ly charged it in account \vi:h O'l’uira, and 
O'hara had paid him. 

Garnnv, on these facts, put it to I.ord 
BOROCGiifor liis Lord hip’s ro:uio]i, whctliar iifvm 
the evidence ihcre cendd be to be any tiile to 
the Policy, or money produced by it, in t:ie repre¬ 
sentative of 0*/i :ra. 

Loi\i Kli Li-suerL nrnii rul d, that ^!ie preminiu 
having been iriid by itftip.st bi i ikcn that 

he meant to iv.-cp the Policy illve for Iihs ov.n 
benefit: that whatever nronortv he h:'.d In. it devolvt'd 

' k j 

upon the Plainfiu’, a,*- hi*: repres-.ntativ'e ; if iiideed 
the money due by O'-err,t to K'}i'Jrirk had not 
been discharged, Kcndt trk, or /li j representative, 
would hav'c had u righ" lo hold tlie Policy for his 
own security, and to liquida'e his (wai debt by its 
produce j but as that debt v^as iilsoliarged lie could 
have no claim to the Policy ; the ’uoney he had 
recovered on it belonged tc OVj ir/t. or his re¬ 
presentative, by whom the premiums had been paid. 

Verdict for the PiaintitF, dedu' dug the premium 
last paid. 


Sir V. Gibbs and Puller for the Plaintiff. 
Garrow and *Espinasse for the Defendant. 


Fuceland 
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March 6. 


pREELAXD and Othcl's v* Glove t?. 


It i« sufficient Assumpsit on a Policy of Assurance on the shib 

in eJfccting a ■' r 

policy of msur- froHi Livevifool to the coast of *4fricah 

«nce for the as- ^ ^ v/ 

suied to I um- and during her trading on the coast. 

tnunicaie to the 

underwriter the I’hc loss laid in tlic Dcclaraiioll wai by perils of 

then s^ate of the H 

ship, nor is the the SCa, ' 

letters The Plaintill' proved the Policy, and the loss 

containing an ... . 

account of for- Within the terms ot .f. 

mcrmicforluccs n->i if i . r • 

which have A hc detcnce was, concealnient or circumstances. 

rhcTh/Iiorcrew, ^ he slup had suilcd from Liverpool in Decem- 
a concealment arrived safc on the coast of Africa i 


of circum¬ 
stances suffi¬ 
cient to avoid 
the policy. 


traded to Calihar, and from thence to Gihou 
JRiver, in March, 1800. In April of the same 
year they arrived at Beinhia, 

In the month of December, 1799, the natives 
rose on them and killed the captain and wounded 
several of the crew; They had also been attacked 
by disease, so that in February, 1800, the whole 
of the crew, which had been twenty in number 
when they left England, were by death reduced to 
five. In February, the owners received a letter 
from the ship, stating the misfortune which had 
taken place, and the death of the crew. 

In the April following, another letter was written, 
stating the condition of tiic ship, and that th^y had 
been able to ge nine men, which was the whole of 
the ship’s crev/. 1 his letter was received in Sep* 
tember, and the Policy in question effected on it. 

But 
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But on effecting, the Policy, the Broker had shewn 
the letter of April, and not that of the February 
preceding. 

P(n% for the Defendant, strongly contended 
that this was a concealment of circumstances, and 
avoided the Policy. That the underwriters were 
entitled to see every paper and document respecting 
the ship: That the Policy was underwritten at a 
great length of time after the ship had sailed, and 
that the loss of her crew w'ould have most materially 
varied the risque and should have been communi¬ 
cated. 

But, per Lord Ei.lenborough, You are not 
obliged to inform the Underwriters of all bye-gone 
calamities which the ship has suffered, nor to pro¬ 
duce to the insurer your whole port-folio of letters. 
If there had been a survey at a former time of the 
ship, from a doubt of her sea-worthiness, wouKl the 
Underwriter be intitled to be informed of that, and to 
consider the policy void if that was not communica¬ 
ted ? Was the Underwriter truly informed of all the 
circumstances known to the assured on his latest in¬ 
formation from the ship ? If he was, it is sufficient. 

The letter of the month of April gave all that 
information. It was shewn to the Underwriters. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

Garrow, Gibbs and Gaselee for the Plaintiffs. 

Park and-for the Defendant, 


Dobbin 
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March 3. 


If a person re¬ 
ceives pouils 
from on board 
^hii^ which arc 
sliippcd to the 
i.hij)|)er’s order 
or his assiiiiiccs, 
V.ayinK fieisjht 
with a certain 
allowance tor 
demunape, he 
tiiakcs hunstcir 
by acceptance 
of goods liable 
to all the terms 
ot the bill nt la- 
rling, and of 
course to dc- 


Dobbin v, Tuornton. 

AssupvIpsit to recover the amount of demurrage 
on a bill of lading. 

The declaration stated the bill of lading, by which 
one Bednunid Poxver shipped on board a certain 
ship, called Tiic Martf and Yb/w, whereof thePlain- 
tift' was master,‘sixty puncheons of, Irish spirits, to 
order or assigns, they paying freight with primage, 
&c. It was to be taken out in ten days after arrival, 
or to pay three guineas per day demurrage. 

The PlainiilF proved the anival and the entry of 
the ship at the Custoin-house, and notice to the 
Defendant on the following day, and that the 
Defendant had suffered the spirits to remain on 
board for twenty-five days afterwards; when he 
received the whole. 

Sir V. Gibbs, for the Defendant, objected. That 
the action could not be sustained; 1 hat there was no 
privity between the captain ani the Defendant, 
which could entitle him to maintain the action. 
The Defendant’s contract was with the shipper of the 
goods, who had sent them by the Plaintiff, and with 
whom only the Defendant’s contract was, and to 
whom only he was liable. 

The Plaintiff’s counsel answered. That goods by 
the bill of lading were to be delivered to the ship¬ 
per's order, or his assigns: bills of lading were 
transmissible from hand to hand or by indorsement, 

and 
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and the Defendant had received the goods by virtue 
of the bill of lading, thereby admilflng that he was 
the Ashignee of the shippers, and bound by the 
terns of the contract which was to pay frel dir, 
demurrage, and the other charges, to the Captain 
of the'ship, who, from the nature of his oflico, was 
the person aut orised to receive them. 

Lord ELJL,nNJ 30 RouoM, Inferring to the bill of 
lading said, 'i'hc goods are to be delivered to the 
order of the Shipper or his .Vssigns, paying freight for 
the same, and with other conditions, as mentioue;] in 
the bill of lading such as Primage, &c. ; the terms 
therefore of the Defendants having the goods was, 
that of paying for the freight and conforming to all 
the other stipulations of the bill of lading, 'file 
Defendant has here taken to the gooiis and has 
received them ; he is bound by all th .' conditions of 
the bill of lading an<l it. liaJde to all tlie terms of it, 
one of which is the payment of demurrage to which 
he is clearly liable. 

Verdict for the PlaintiiT. 

Park and * Espinasse the PlaintilT. 

Sh* y\ Gibbs and Laii:cs for the Defendant, 


* Vide poit, Sagart v. Svntl, where a similar point wss ruled in the 
Common Picas, by Six James Mansfield, Chi.'f-Justi^c, 


VoL. VI. 


c 


Williams 
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Marrht. WiLLtAMS V, TiiosiAs, Hunter and 

Latuam. 


trum the draw¬ 
er, against the 
other two. 


^r’’sonsVndcr. This was zTi actioii of* Assumpsit by the PlaintifT^ 
£iisfor?pa!ti.3S payee of a bill of exchange, drawn by certain 
JmflhcTrawer trading undcr the firm of L:akc and List^ 

?ccmm't'!)f or"c Defendants for 1500/., for goods uimished 

©fthctnoniy, & fQ the ship CeczHa 1 on which bill the Defendants 

notfi,*r Inf parti- * ' 

cidar concern, vvcrc charged as acceptors, 

& he accepts in «-» * 

the name of the xhc Defence was. That the Defendants were 

three, sucJi 

hill cdiinot be not partners, and the acceptance was by Latham on 

recovered by a ^ ■' 

lovAfide holder his own account, and SO that the other Defendants 

who received it 

were not liable. 

The Defendant, Thomas, was Captain of the 
ship Cecilia^ and having occasion for dilferent 
articles of out-fit on account of the ship, the three 
Defendants had given an undertaking to Leake and 
I^ist, to secure to them the money advanced on that 
account. 

It w'as then stated by his Counsel, I’hat though 
such had been the exten- of the engagement, Leake,^ 
and List had drawn bills on other accounts, and 
to accommodate Latham alone, one of which was 
the bill in question. 

Lord Ejllenborough intimating an opinion that 
this was an answer to the action, as one Partner 
could not bind another for his sole engagement j 
the Counsel for the Plaintiff said that they were 
prepared to shew, that whatever might be the pri¬ 
vate 



HILARY TERM, 46 GEO. HI. ISOG. 


vate understanding between the three Defendants, 
and Lvake and lAal, as to restricting the drawing 
of the bills to a particular concern, that they had 
accepted bills on ether accounts, and appeared as 
general Partners to the world. That the Plaintill^ 
took the bill under such impression, ignorant of 
any severance of interest in the parties, and was 
entitled to recover, having boiKs-Jide taken the 
bill as a partnership concern. 

But, per Lord Elui nboroucii, Leake and 
List could give no better title to the holder of the 
bill than they had themselves: they could not draw 
for a general account, but for account of the ship 
only : they could not bind Thomas by drawing a 
bill upon him, and the other Defendants for an 
account unconnected with the ship. If the Plain¬ 
tiff had taken the trouble to enquire*, he might have 
heard the real state of the parties. He has not done 
60 , and must therefore take the bill under the same 
terms, and liable to all the objections to which it 
was subject, as issued by Leake and List without 
authority. 

Phiintiff nonsuited. 

Garroxo and ’ Espinasse for the Playjitiff?, 

Sir F. Gibbs and Park for the Defendant. 
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IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 


SITTINGS AFPER TERM AT GUIJJJHAI.I.. 

f 


Likk V, IIov K and Rogi.jis, 


Jj-idnJrwiiom actloH of AssuwpsH foi' iiioncy had 

commissi.m of j-cccivcNi bv tlic Dcfcntlaiits. 

oanKruinhas IS- •' 

sued, his.ic»]111- qF .S.S'///?f/LVf/ bv cach. 

cictiliriit'ohiraa _ ■' 

to .^o to the dif. 'phc obicct of tills actioii was. To try tho validity 

fcreiit crtclitors, ^ ■' ^ 

to solicit fhetn of a commissioH of bankrupt which had been issued 

to vote for par- . — . . ^ . 

ticuiar pLrf,ons agaiust tlic rlaiutilF, under which the Defendants 
cannot after- had been chosen AK.signecs ; and In that character 

wards question • , . . • . . ^ , 

the eommis- Had rcccived the money in question, as part or tne 

Sion III an ac- , , 

tion for money f3aniv.rUpt S CStaiC. 

asainstThSr*** The point meant to be contended and relied on 
thcrhclsTi^*^' for the Plaintiff was. That he was not a Trader nor 
batSupViaws object of the bankrupt laws ; for that in fact the 
only dealing in which he had ever been concerned, 
bf^aring the colour of n trade, was his Iiaving pur¬ 
chased a few lots of old materials of a house, which 
had been pulled down, and which he had worked 
up in the repairs of some houses which belonged to 
himself. 


The 
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The Commission had issued in 1802, the Plain- 
tifi'had surrendered under it 5 but in August, 1305, 
had petitioned the Chancellor to supersede it. 

This petition the Chancellor had dismissed with 
costs. 

The Defendants, independent of the general 
ground of defence. That in •fact the Plaintitf was an 
object of the bankrupt laws j relied upon another 
and collateral matter as conclusive on the Plain- 
tilF. That after such a length of time elapsed 
from the suing out of the commission, and he having 
acquiesced in if, it should not be permitted to 
him to contest the validity of it: That though the 
mere surrender under a commission could not be 
construed into an acquiescence of its validity, here 
was a positive acquiescence on the part of the bank¬ 
rupt ; he having, after bis commission had been 
opened, gone round to his several Creditors and 
solicited them to vote for the f)cfendants 011 the 
choice of Assignees, as being honest and respectable 
men. 

Lord Chief-Justice Sir J. Mansfield ruled. That 
if it could be proved that tlie Plaintilf had done so, 
had solicited the creditors to vote for the Defendants 
to be his Assignees, by which means they were 
enabled to obtain the money, the produce of his 
estate in the character of Assignees, that he could 
not support an action to recover the money sq 
recovered. 

The Defendant proved the fact, and the PlaintilF 
was nonsuited. 

C 3 


Cockdl 
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Cockcll and Onslow, Serjts. and *Espinassse 
for the PlaintilF. 

Shepherd and Best, Serjts. and Morris for the 
Defendant. ^ 

Vide Flower v. Ileeher, 2 Vez* 236; in which 
case the Lord ChancoUor granted an Injunction 
against an action brought by a Bankrupt under 
similar circumstances. 


Feft. 26,1806. Jecgart v. Scott and Other 


If Roods con- Xhis was an action of Assumpsit broutjht to 

signed from o 

abroad, arc de-fecovcr the freight of a quantity of corn. 

livered to a 

perso i who in Thc Plaintiff was Captain of a Prussian vessel 

fict IS not the * 

c<jnsic.iice, if called the Aurora, lie proved that a quantity of 

he c, eept^ the , •* . ^ 

goods, he’s corn had been shipped on board his vessel at Bos- 

liable tor ti.o • r-. t ^ i t ■> • i • 

Frtight, tuck, in Germany, and that he had carried it to 
England, and delivered it to the Defendants, Scott 
and Co. ; from whom he now sought to recover 
the freight, 

I’he defence was, That the corn in question, had 
been shipped from Germany, and consigned to the 
house of Sayers, of Lynn Regis: That the Plain¬ 
tiff, in place of delivering it pursuant to his bill of 
lading at Lynn, had carried it to London and de- 
Uvered it to the Defendants. 

4 

Upon 
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Upon this evidence, it was contended by J^eft 
Serjt. Counsel for the Defendants, That the 
action could not be supported : That the action for 
ircight could only be supported against the Con- 
feignecs of the cargo, or on an actual promise to pay 
by those who received it; 1 hat here Sciycrs, of 
Lijnv, were the actual Consigiues of the cargo; 
and had in fact claimed it from the Defendants. 

Per Sir J. Mansfikjlu, Chief Justice. What if a 
party takes to the goods, though .they are not con¬ 
signed to him, and keeps them; shall he not pay 
freight ? I think the acceptance of the corn carries 
with it a claim for the freight; and if the party ac¬ 
cepts of it, though delivered by mistake, it shall not 
be for him to say that the delivery was wrong : If 
Sayers had taken possession of the corn in Lon^ 
don, though consigned to them at Lynn, would 
they not have been liable ? It is the delivery and 
acceptance that constitutes the liability. 1 am of 
opinion the Plaintiff is liable. 

Verdict lor the Plaintiff. 

SliepJiC7'd and Bailey, Serjts. and Casclee for 
the Plaintiff. 

Best, Serjt. for the Defendant. 

* Fide ante Dobbin v. Thornton, page IS. 


C 4 


Dawson 
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March, 2. 


Dawson v. Remnant^ 


noT This was an action of ^ssnvipsit for goods sojd 
«icni..njs, ccit’.e and dclivcrod, and an account stated, 

and 

tiieiT Accounts, Plca of Non-dssumbsjt. with notice of sett-ofF. 

ihc ittUl pait of ^ ■' 

ji.erui:,tin’s Thc PlainiiiF was the keeper of a tavetn in the 

<k*iuan(l was Cor . » * , 

•<vinc}) no action City of Loiidoiu and the action v> as brought to 

could ')i* sup- 

recover tiie amount of a tavern bill, and tor liquois 
sold and delivered. The bill was for liquors fur¬ 
nished to the Defendant in the Plaintiff’s house, 
and wine and other liquors sent to him at his own. 

The sum claimed bv the Plaintiff was 8/. 1J5. 
as the balance of the account. 

I’hc Defendant, ’in order to reduce the demand 
within 5/., which w'ould bring the case within the 
Jjondon Court of Conscience Act, and so subject 
the Plaintiff to the payment of costs, proposed to 
go into evidence to shew, that great part of the bill 
was for spirituous liquors delivered at different 


3>orted, the 
set I ] cm r lit of 
the accounts 
shall bind the 
Dt'femlanr, so 
that l.c annot 
set lip that de¬ 
fence to an ac¬ 
tion for the 
lialance. 


limes, in qiiantiiies less than the value of 20.y. at a 
time, and w'hich, under Stat. Geo* II. could not be 
recovered; and, by striking off those itemSy the debt 
due to the Plaintiff would be reduced lo less than 5/. 

In answer to this the Plaintiff* proved. That the 
Defendant, who was a plumber, having done work 
for him, they had come to a settlement of their 
accounts; That part of the Plaintiff’s demand was 
composed of the items which the Defendant now 
proposed to dispute; That no objection was then 
made, and the balance in question was struck at the 

foot 
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foot of that account, so including those items^ of 8?, 
J.5.S. for which Defendant agrceil to accept a bill- 
This evidence was contended by the Plaintifl’s Coun¬ 
sel to be conclusive on the Defendant; he, by such 
settlement, admitting the balance to be due upon a 
statement of accounts, in which the Plaintiff claimed, 
and he allowed the items now disputed : That upon 
that settlement the Defendant by claiming credit for 
liisbill paid so much of it, which must be taken as a 
payment generally,and of course applying indiscrimi- 
nately to c cry paitof the Pldutilf's demand; for 
where the payer of money made no appropriation 
of it, the receiver might. T he Plaindtf, therefore, 
had a right so to apply the amount of tiie Defend¬ 
ant’s bill, and the latter could not now give anotlier 
appropriation to it. 

It was answered by Jusf, Serjt. for tlic Defend¬ 
ant, T'liat if this counter-demand, wjiich was the 
object of set-off, w’as to be taken as payment, it 
could only b^‘ i-iken to be of a demand w'hich coulc} be 
legally enforced, not of a demand c ntrary to law, 
such as the present, for spirituous liquors so fur¬ 
nished ; The Defendant had a right to say that he 
had paid so much of the Plaintiff’s demand as w^as a 
legal debt by his set-oil’ and was at liberty to con¬ 
test the remainder, part of which was the sum paid for 
^he liquors. 

Per Sir J. Mansfield, C. J. A set-off is in the 
nature of a payment. Had the Defendant paid 
money on account of this demand, could he have 
recovered it back again ? No; it would be a pay¬ 
ment of a demand, which by law, perhaps, could 

not 
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not be enforced ; but which he having paid through 
a motive of honesty, the law will not allow it to be 
recovered back. The Defendant, when he settled 
this account, made nonobjection to the den\and for 
the liquors ; he'made a payment by his set^ofF, on 
thesctticir.cnt of the account generally ; he made no 
discrimination, nor did he desire that his demand 
should be a sct-olT against any particular part of the 
FlaintilF’s ; if the payer of money makes no appro¬ 
priation of it, nt>r directs it to be placed to any par¬ 
ticular account, the receiver of it may, 1 think the 
settlement of the account conclusive, and the Plain- 
tilf entitled to recover ; but will I save the point. 

The Plaintiff had a Verdict for S/. 1.5s. ; and I 
believe the point w'as never moved *. 

Bailetj, Serjt. and ’Espinassc for the Plaintiff. 

jBest^ Sent, for the Defendant. 


Stllhigs at beferf Jila ba< fitias Tirm, ItCS, Af/i<re Lord 

Keiiifon, 

FriHAM V. Down. 

In Jhis anion, wliich w'as to rccovtr money back whi;h bad been paid 
on an ille{;al consideration. 

Lord Kcnyon said. Tiut wl.rr^' a voluntary payment was made of 
an illegal demand, the party knowio'c the demand to be illej^al, without 
an immed'acc and urgent necessity, (^or as espressed by Mr. 
unless to redeem, or pie-ervc your pen.’u or i;ui)ds,) it is not the subject 
of ail action lor money hail and received. The law, if so hold, would 
subject ail accounts and ssltlcnicnte 'cctwcen patties to revtsion. 


T.wLoa 
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Taylor v, ^[‘Viccar. 


Jtfa/-cA, 1 , 1806 , 


Xhis was an action on a Policy of Insurance on Depositions 
goods, on a voyage rrom Liverpool to 11 atcrfoj'd; acuon on n 
the loss was stated to be bv oerils of the seas :—the of 
loss was proved; but the defence set up was, that aUc put owi-* 
the Captain had deviated from the Voyage by going 7s imputca 
into a port in WaJeii, where the loss had happened. Ifuc "rVne;' 

I’he PlaintilF, after calling two witnesses, from 
whose cross-examination the defence set up was 
disclosed, proposed to read the Depositions of the 
Captain, who was also a part owner of the ship; 
and which Depositions, he being abroad, had been 
regularly taken under an order made in a previous 
stage of the cause. 

'The Defendant objected to their being read, on 
the ground that the Captain, both in his capacity of 
Captain and part owner, was interested in having a 
verdict found for the PlaintitF, inasmuch as if the 
PlaintilF Failed in recovering the amount from the 
Underwriter (the Defendant) on account of a de¬ 
viation, he might have an action against him as 
Captain, for his misconduct in being guilty of 
such deviation, whereby the PlaintilF had been pre¬ 
vented from recovering the amount of the Policy 
from the Underwriters; and in which action, not 
only the value of the goods, but also the co.sts 
incurred in the action against the Underwriters 
inight he recovered. 


The 
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The effect therefore of this testimony would bo 
to save himscif from an action proceeding from his 
own misconduct; and further, it the Plaintiff re¬ 
covered against the Underwriters, it would be a 
bar to h!s recovering from him as owner or captain ; 
at least to the extent of what he should get from 
the Underwriters, and therefore cjfoncrated him as 
owner or captain from so much. 

It was contendeil, on the part of the Plaintiff, 
Thar the vcrdic^in this action, in whichever way it 
was, could not be given in evidence for or against 
tl:c captain or owner in any action to be brought 
against him, and that that was the only criterion by 
which it was to be decided whether a witness was 
interested or not. 

MANSFiiiJLD, Chief Justice—decided, That the 
Depositions could not be read, as the person both 
in his capacity of part owner and Qiptain, wajf 
interested. 

lie said, the verdict would not be evidence of the 
fact of the deviation, or misconduct of the Witness, 
but it w^ould be evidence of certain expcnces incur¬ 
red by the Plaintiff, in an action on the Policy, and 
the costs he was obliged to pay, in consequence of 
his failure in such action, which failure had arisen 
from the misconduct of the Witness Iiiinseif. 

Shepherd and Best, Serjts. and Taddjj for the 
Plaintiff. 

Cockcll and Builcy, Serjts. and LiitledalQ for 
the Defendant. 


IIODGSOIf 
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lioDGsoY i\ Williams. 


Marcfi, 7, 


Tins was an action of for money had 

and received with the usual* money-counts. 

Plea of NorhAssumpsif, 

The action was broiu^ht to recover the sum of 

O 

.'37/. paid to the Defendant, who Imd h;.en Overseer 
of the Poor for the parish of St» CnniJiill, 

for the years 1S04 and 1805, by tlie Piaintill’, 
under the followinp- circumstances : — 

The Plaintiil had been charged as the putative 
father of a bastard child ; an order of inalntenancc 
had been made on him to pay four shillings weekly , 
for the support and maintenance of the child, fee. &.C. 
In pursuance of this order, he had paid, ii tlie years 
1804 and 1805, to the Defendant, as Overseer of 
the Poor, two sums of 20/. and 17/. 

During the period of these two years, he had 
several times applied to tlie Defendant respecting 
the child, and was refused any information on the 
subject. He was told that he had notliing to do 
with it; that he must pay the money under the 
order, or he would be sued for it. In conse¬ 
quence of such threat, he had paid the tw'o sums 
in question. It was afterwards discovered, that the 
child before those times had been admittod into 
the Foundling Flospital, where it was brought up 
and supported ever since. 

Upon 


Wiicn tlif* 
fijflicr f’t » Ims- 
tMi'! obiUi, iipnii 

wlio n . n erdr' 

oi iiii.itii)') had 
hcc’i niridL', 
pai'l sevtrnl 
‘ I'ms on that 
ae\o'.trit to the 
raris't, amt 
hiriMi-, all that 
•n>c for uhii'h 
paid, the 
iiittl was in 
I'e I'ouiiiihnj 
Hospital, and 
the Parish put 
ro no expeti' c, 
he niiiy rccuvcf 
It back. 
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Upon this evidence, the PlaintifPs counsel, under 
the authority, of the cases of Cole.v, Gowery 0 * 
FMst, 110 , and Wild and Griffm, 5 *Esp, N. I\ 
C. 142, relied upon their ri^ht to recover: That 
it having been decided in those cases, that securities 
given to indemnify a parish, could not be carried 
further than as mere indemnities, and so far only were 
to be taken as available. Upon the same principle, if, 
through mistake or from coercion, the putative 
father had paid a sum exceeding that whicii was a 
fair indemnity, he had a right to recover it back 5 
that, they contended was the case here : the Plaintiff 
was threatened wim proceedings under the order of 
filiation, and supposing the child to be living and 
in the care of the parish, had paid the money under 
the joint influence of coercion and mistake, 

Slicf hcrd, Serjt. for the Defendant, contended. 
That whatever might be the principle as to thePiain- 
tiiT’s liabiliiy, this money could not be recovered 
lack, having been voluntarily paid. If the Plaintiff 
could have defended himself against the demand* 
which, under the authority of the cases cited, he 
could have done with cllect, and he notwithstanding 
had paid the money, it must be deemed a voluntary 
payment j he cited Marriot v. IlamptonylT, beps. 
264, and Brown v. M’lmiallj/y Esp. N.P. C. 279, 
as establishing that Doctrine. 

Sir J. Mansfield, C J. A man cannot be 
said to pay money voluntarily, who pays it under 
the influence of a threat; but putting that out of 
the question, must not a man who is said to pay 

money 
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money voluntarily, have a full knowledge of all 
the circumstances under which the deman<.i is 
made? If circumstances are concealed^ which if 
disclosed would alter the case, and those circum¬ 
stances arc only within the knowledge of him to 
whom the money is paid, the payment so made is not 
fairly made bnt by mistake, .and mistake is a«ground 
of assumpsit: here the lact.s of the provision made 
for this child by the Foundling Hospital was con¬ 
cealed from the father; the Parisli, were put to no 
expence, then upon what principle can the money 
bo withheld? The cases cited establish the princi¬ 
ple and the PlaintliY’s right to recover. 

The Plaintilf had a verdict. 

Best, Serjt. and Lnrccs for the PlalntlFT, 

ShephtTcly Serjt. for the Defendant. 


VND OF HILARY TERM, 


CASES 



CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 

AT NISI PR I US, 


ON Tllfi 

HOME CIRCUIT. 


CIIELMSl'ORD LENT ASSIZES, ISCXJ. 




Conin HEATH, JUSTICE 


ilarch^ ISOo. 


Mann V. BARiu/i T. 


If the jliiUiliTer 
of a person prt- 
forms all the 
duties of a ser¬ 
vant, and ;\U 
domestic office 
in her father’s 
house, tliough 
6he (Iocs nut 
actually sleep 
in the house, 
is seduced, the 
father may sup¬ 
port an action, 
per quod se.r- 
viiiam emisiu 


Trespass by the PlaIntIfF for debauching his 
daughter and getting her with child. 

The declaration was in the common form, per 
quod servilium amhiL 

It appeared in evidence,* That the Plaintiff lived 
at a short distance from his son who occupied an 
adjoining farm; the Plaintiff's daughter (the young 
woman who had been seduced) had gone to live 

with 
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With her brother to manage his house.; but her 
father’s being at a short distance, she continued to 
go back and forv/ards to her father’s, who kcjyt no 
servant, where she did all the household business 
as before, but she slept at the brotiier’s house. She 
never went to her father’s, but to assist in the housc- 
holdalfairs of his fiimil v. . 

It was objected by Ursi, Serjt. That the action 
was not maintainable; the nature of her service hot 
being of the description which the la^v required to en¬ 
title the father to support the action: that, to support 
the action, she should be inhabiting in the house, and 
partof her fathcr’sfanuiy at the time of her seduction; 
that if by temporary or occasional domestic acts in 
the house of a father, the action could be supported, 
every woman out at service by a visit or occasional 
domestic act at her father’s house, if seduced, could 
give her father a right of action, wliich could not be. 

It was answered by the Plaintitf’s counsel. 
That the grievance was the loss of service in con¬ 
sequence of the seduction, which appeared had 
been the case here. That it w.is proved she was 
in fact the only servant her father had, acting in 
ievery respect as a menial servant, by doing all the 
domestic offices of the house, such as are usually 
performed by a servant; that the place where she 
acUially slept made no difference, noi* the rendering 
of similar services to her brother, if in lact she did 
all the indoor work, and performed the office of a 
menial servant within her father’s house. He was 
deprived of those services by the act oPihe De¬ 
fendant, who was therefore liable to the actioru 

D Mr.' 
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Mr. Justice Heath, who tried the cause, was of 
opinion, That the nature of her service was such 
as to entitle the Plaintiff to support the action, and 
so directed the jury; giving the Defendant leave 
to move to set the verdict aside. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

It was not afterwards.moved. 

Carrow and 'Espinasse for the Plaintiff. 

Serjt. and /.fl-ccs for the Dcff edant. 



llORSlIxAiM LENT ASSIZES, 1800. 


Corani LORD CHIEF BARON MACDONALD. 


3farch,2G. Pauli, Administrator of Suttox, 

V, Browx, 


In an action iiyXnovJER, foi* a quantity of housciiold furniture 
claimed by the Plaintiff, as having belonged to the 

for a debt due . 

to the Intestate, inieStatC. 

th^iiucstai^is To prove property in part of the articles claimed, 
a witness was called. He was asked on his voire 
dire, if he was not a creditor of the intestate.? and 
it being answered that he w^as, Carroiv objected to 
his comjletency, on the ground that he was coming 
to increase the estate of the intestate, which was 

the 
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the fund out of wliich his d;bt v. r-.r, to be paid, il-a 
instanced the case of a conunirsion of Bankriiptcv, 
in which in an action by the Aasi;; 2 iees of a Bankrupt, 
a Creditor cminot berAiiniitcd as a witness, to prove 
"property belongin'^ to the bankrupt estate. 

It was answered by SJiepJirrd, Serjr. That there 
was no difference in this c.’xsc, and that wherein the 
Intestate himself v/as plairitif]', in which latter case 
it was very clear, there could be no objection, to a 
man to whom he owed money, an*! who so was iiis 
creditor being called as a whuers. Ti'.e right of the 

O 4.^ 

representative was the same: That the case of bank¬ 
ruptcy differed, for there ther? wsis a presumed insol¬ 
vency, so that the witness bettered Ids situarion, 
and the effect of his evidence was to Increase the 
fund from whence the payiiieiit of his debt was ta 
be made; That a (Creditor, i:iider a L'ankrupicy, 
was entitled toaccrlahi share of the sum ivcovereJ, 
which, under an administration, he might not have, 
as his share of the moiu^ recovered might depend 
on there being no other debts of a higher nature, or 
ehe piiTerence of 1 he admii'.isnsfor ; bes:ides too, he 
might be deemed a party, as the Bankrupt's pro¬ 
perty was by the choice of all the creditors confer¬ 
red on the Assignees, and they broJight action only 
with the consent of all the other creditors, so that 
they thereby became as parlies. ^ 

Macdonald, Chief Baron, ruled. That the 
witness w'as admissible. It was not distinguishable 
in principle, from the case put of an action of the 
party himself. The administrator represented the 
Testatrix herself, and it never was heard of, that a 

D 2 person 
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person being a creditor to a party, made him objcc* 
tioiiable as a witness, and yet the elFeet of his testi¬ 
mony was to increase his debtors ability to pay j such 
interest was too remo»:e. 

In the case of bankruptcy, all the property of 
the bankrupt belonged to the creditors, though 
nominally by operation ef law vested in the assig¬ 
nees. A creditor therefore came to give evidence 
for hiirivscif. —The witness was admitted. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

Shepherd and Marryai for the Plaintiff. 

(•arrow for the Defendant. 


miAIDSTONE LENT ASSIZES, 1805. 


Coram HEA'^f, JUSTICE. 


iV/ir.2s, IS08.. Still f. W.^lls and IJakkis. 


Where a person 
ir convicted, 
under Stat. 

Geo. 3. c. 80, 
and 2 W'arrant 
issued to levy 
the penalty on 
his poods, the 
MagiiUrate may 
order him ver¬ 
bally to be kept 
in custody, 
until a return is 
made on the 
Warrant. 


Tins w'as an action of Assault and false Imprison, 
merit against the two Defendants. 

The Defendant Walls was the Ileadborongh of 
the parish of Cowdtn in Kent, The Defendant, 
Harris^ was game-keeper to the lord of ilie manor. 

The Plaintiff proved. That he had been taken 
into custody, and after having been brought before 
a Magistrate, on a charge of having used engines 
for the destruction of the game on a Sunday, 

he 
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h.^ h:\-\ i)?on k’^pt in custody of both the DefeiK?- 
afits nmil the next day. 

'I'he defence was, That the Plaintiff having been 
informed against, by an information h>id before a 
Mr. Allnitty a Justice of peace for tlie county of 
Knit, had been summoned to appear before him 
upon that charge: That tl/e information was pro¬ 
ceeded on, and the Plaintiff convicted in the penalty 
of lO/., for having used engiin^s for the destruction 
of the game on a Sunday : '".’liat being unable to 
pay the penalty when convicted, the Justice had 
issued his warrant to levy the Penalty, and in the 
mean time verbally ordered the Defendants to keep 
him in custody until the return of the warrant to 
levy: and the imprisonment comj^lain^^d of, was 
the detention duiing that time, which was from 
about three o’clock on the Monday, until eleven 
the next day (Tuesday), when nothing being found 
on which to levy under the warrant, he was dis¬ 
charged on payment of 51. part of the penalty. 

To support this defence, the Defendant’s Counsel 
relied upon the Statute 13 Geo. 3. ch. SO, § 4 j by 
which it is enacted, “ That the penalties for th% 
first and second offence against the statute, (which 
is the same act in question, upon which the con¬ 
viction had been made); and also for a third 
offence, upon a conviction at the sessions, together 
with the costs to be ascertained by the justices, 
before whom the offender shall be convicted, shall 
be forthwith paid by the person convicted; one 
moiety to the informer, and the other moiety to the 
poor of the parish; and in case such person shall 

D 3 refuse 
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refuse or neglect to pay the same, or to give seen- 
ri:y for the payment thereof, such justice shall by a 
■warrant, cause the same to be Icv'cd by distress and 
sale, together with all costs attending such distress, 
returning (he overplus if any to the owner. And 
it shall be latvful for such justice, to order such 
cilrndcr to be detained in safe custody, until return 
may be convenienrry made to such w’arrant of dis¬ 
tress, unless t!5e party convicted give security to 
the satisfaction bf’ the Justice or Justices, for his 
appearance on such day as shall be appoijitcd for 
the return of the warrant, not exceeding seven days 
from the time of taking such security.*’ J he siatutc 
then gives the Justices a j)ovvcr to commit for three 
months, in case of nciipaymciit or failure of any 
of, the penalties. 

The riaintiii’s counsel contended, That though 
the statute, if pursued, ■w^ould have afforded a justi¬ 
fication to the Defendants^ that the method in which 
the Magistrate and the Defendants had here con¬ 
ducted themselves, was contrary to law j That the 
’ Magistrate had given, and the Defendants acted, 
^nJer a verbal order only, a mode of proceeding 
perfectly illegal; That the law recognized no, 
committal, nor any restraint of the person, ^except 
in a few excepted cases: such as an arrest for a 
breach of the peace, or felony,) without an authority 
or warrant in writing. That no action could be 
brought against a constable, without a demand in 
writing of his warrant; the gaolers were bound to 
deliver a copy of all committals when required; but 
that would be vain, if by a verbal order of the. 

Magistrate 
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Magistrate a man was to be deprived'of his liberty, 
and the cause of his detention unascertained. 

The Defendant’s Counsel in reply, relied on the 
words of the act, “ Tliat it should be lawful for 
the justice to order such offender to be detained,” 
which they contended meant a verbal as well as a 
written order. » 

Heath, Justice, was of opinion. That every 
order of committal under the statute must be in 
writing, and an order by parol insuflicient, and 
directed a verdict for the Plaintilf. 

Carj'ow and *Espinasse for the Plaintiff. 

Bailey Serjt. and Taddy for Defendant. 

Til the next Term it was moved to set this verdict 
aside and a rule granted, which was afterwards 
made absolute; the Court being of opinion that a 
verbal order was sufficient under the statute. 

Vide Still V. Walls, S. C. 7 East, 533, 
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KINGSTON LENT ASSIZES, 1806. 


Coram IJEATll, JUSTICE. 


26, ifloe. To M S V. Po W E L L. 

If a Defendant, y\sSUMPSIT for POods Sold. 

bfin:; sued, _ ° 

pays the Plain- Plea of Noh^AsSUIUpsit, 

tilf, alter the , , . , , _ 

MTit IS sued out, The Plaintiff sued out a writ on the 22d of June, 

the money 1111 

'wi, out ds- JS05, an alias on the 2,5tn, and tl piiiries on the 

chaigmg the »• 11 itx. 

cosLv, the At- 6th of July ; but not being able to serve the De- 

pro- c‘d n ihe fendant he was forced to sue out another plurics, 
the last of which he served on the 26th of August; 
but the Defendant had paid the debt to the Plaintiff 
subsequent to the suing out c£ the first writ, but 
before the service of the alias. 

Shepherd^ in opening the case, slated it as the 
clear law, that if, after action brought, the Defend¬ 
ant pays the money to the Plaintiff, without know¬ 
ledge of the attorney, and without discharging the 
costs, the Plaintiff had a right to proceed. 

Mr. Justice Heath assented, saying, that as 
costs were then incurred, the Plaintiff had a right to 
proceed for the costs. 

Shepherd and Lawes for the Plaintiff. 

Bowen for the Defendant. 


CASES 



CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 

AT NISI PRIUS, 

IN 

EASTER TERM, 46 GEO, lU. 


LAST SITTING IN TERM 

AT WESTMINSTER. 


Parkf.u V, Gordon. 


Assumpsit by the Plaintiff as Indorsee to recover 
from the Defendant, as Drawer, the amount of a 
Bill of exchange. 

The Bill had been regularly accepted, and the 

A 

Acceptor,when he accepted it, had made it payable at 
his Banker’s. The Bill had been sent to the Bjinker’s 
on the day it became due; but payment had not 
been demanded at the Banker’s until after banking 

hours. 


If a Btl! js ac'- 
cppted, the Per¬ 
son taking the 
Bill does it un¬ 
der all the terms 
of acreptsnee; 
and therefore if 
made payable 
at a banker’s»it 
must be de¬ 
manded within 
banking-hoars. 
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hours, (five o’clock), and of course was not paid. 
Noiicc of the non-payment was given by letter to 
the Defendant, the diawer; and upon these facts 
the Piaintid'grounded his ri^djht to recover. 

Lord Eli.enuorcijgm raid, he thougiit this in¬ 
sufficient to entitle the Plaiiitiff to recover against 
the Defendant, the dra'.vcr, 'i'he holder of a bill 
had, by law, a right to resort to the drawer only on 
the default of tlic acceptor; and vvhen he took an 
accepted bill hc«ti>ok it on ihe terms of ilic accept¬ 
ance. He was therefore bound to shew an attempt 
to procure the money from the acceptor, and that 
gave him a right to resort to the drawer. What 
has been done here ? the bill was made j)ayable at 
a banker’.?. Every bill must be demanded at a pro¬ 
per time and season, or the non-payment cannot 
be called a default. It is welfc known at what 
hours bankers pay. It would break into the whole 
course of business, and be a trap for the drawer of 
a bill, to call this a default by the acceptor. 

Marnjaly for the Defendant, contended, that 
the demand, which was made soon after five o’clock, 
was a sufficient demand to entitle the holder to'call 
on the Defendant, the drawer: that the Court 
would not take notice of bankers* hours ; and cited 
Zcftly V. Mills^ 4 Term Rep, 173 ; and that, in 
a common case, this demand would be sufficient: 
for iia mail had a right to say, he would pay only 
until a particular hour ; if so, there was a default 
of payment by the acceptor, which gave the holder a - 
right to resort to the drawer. 

Lord Ellensorough said, that when a party 

took 
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took a bill uith an acceptance at a banker’s, tbe 
mode of payment was incorporated with the accept¬ 
ance itself. ITe was bound, tlicrefbre, to demand 
payment according to tlic terms of acccplanco, 
which he had not done here^ and therefore could 
not recover. 

Plaintiff nonsuited. • 

Marrunt for the Plaintilf. 

Gurrow for the Defendant, 

A new trial was moved for in this cace ; but thei; 
Court concurred in opinion with the Lord 
Jfustice, 

Vide 7 East, 38.5, S. C. 



SITTINGS AFTER TERM 

A T G UI L }) H A !. L. 


Bosanquet V. ANl)Enso^^ 


Assumpsit by the Plaintilf as Indorsee of a Bill of 
exchange, drawn by Wilson in his own favor on the e*- 

o ■' ^ _ change, where 

Defendant, who accepted it, and indorsed over by “cveidi indorse- 

' * ^ ments have 

Wilson. P'^cc, 

, I . , which are iant 

The declaration stated several indorsements on tiie Dcciaia- 

tion, though 

tlie mill. necessary to be 

proved in gene¬ 
ral ; yet if Defendant applies for time to the holder, and oSers terms, it is an admission of 
the holder’s title, and a wuver of proof of all the indorsements, except the first. 

The 
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The evidence for the Plaintiff ' ■ f vv n'»*oof cf 
the hand-writing of the first indorser ; - '' in. tlie 

Defendant, when the bill became due, cai. ■ ■ • the 
Plaintiffs, who weie Bankers, ainl then ho.ii .j )f 
the bill, and offered another bill ia the place of i , 
he being then unable to take it up. 

It was contoiidod for»thc Defendant, That it was 
necessary for the Plaintiff to prove all the indorse- 
iTients on the bill stated in the dccla.ndon, for that 
by the avermente so made, he had bound himself 
to prove them ; though if he had not done so, and 
declared only on the first indorsement, he might 
have recovered on that only. 

It was ans\vered, by the Plaintiirs counsel. 
That it was sulficient for the Plainlilf to prove 
the hand writing of the first indorser under the cir¬ 
cumstances above stated, that o^l^ollering terms to 
the Plaintiff, and thereby admitting the bill to be 
his j and that there was no necessity for proving 
the hand-writing of all the indorsers, though so 
laid in the declaration, as by such admission and 
offer he admitted the PlaintilPs title to the bill, and 
thereby w'aived the necessity of such proof as would 
be otherwise necessary. 

Lord Eli.ekborough said,That the acceptor, by 
his acceptance, admitted the hand-writing of his cor¬ 
respondent, the drawerj but if payable totheDrawers 
own order, his hand-writing, as such indorser, must 
in every case be proved, as that put the bill into* 
circulation; and though he accepted the bill with 
many names on it, if they were laid in the declara¬ 
tion, they should be proved ; but he was of opinion 

that 
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th.it the offer liere made by the acceptor to pav the 
bill to the Plainiiffs who then held the bill with ull 
the names on it, was a SLrdicient admisi:i()ii of :h j 
Plaintiffs tith*, which was deriveti thrvjjrh ti'C 
several iiulorsoments, and of Defendant’s liabiiiiVt 


so as to supe rsede the neccbsiry of proof [cf each 
person’s hand-wriiiii^, , 

Verdict for Phiiiuiir. 


PorkmA Jhtsanq^ict for the Plulntlfl’. 
Sir r, Gibbs for the Defendant. 


SJfRINGS AFTER TERM 

AT \Vi’:.STMlNSTi:M. 


Chaiie V. Duke OF York. 


Miij ‘’<i. 


Assumpsit for goods sold and delivered with the 
Uvsual counts. 

The action was brought to recover the price of 
wine sold by Plaintiii" to the Defend.mr. 

The Plaiiitift’s counsel offered to give in evidence, 
That in the year 1800 an account had been settled 
between the parties, and a balance strucl: in favor 
of the Plaintiff. On that settlement of the balance 
his counsel contended, That he was entitled to 
interest on the account so settled from the year 
\ 800, and it was said to have been so decided in a 
case from PFiison*s Reports. 


’I'hj ijis.c aci 
ot a ba* 

ki; jfioiM 
s.i.J, (it ail fiO.. 
cviLiit bclwt'-n 
two]iaitic^,dof^ 
nur ciititiL- [tie 
pany, in wliosr 
ti I the ba- 
Idi cr is, to m- 
tCi'fFt tiotn that 
time, unless the 
m ley then 
WAS to he paid. 


Lord 
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iriinc 1, ISOO. 


^Vhat is a legal 
tender. 


Lord Ki.LF.NBOKouori ruled. That where the 
action was for croods sold and dolivored ; the mere 
settling the balance did not cniltlc the party to 
interest froiii that time 5 , nor was he so entiilcd 
unless a iime was hx'ed the payment of the 
money, from vvliich time only, interest could 
claimed. 

Verdict for the PlaintiiT, but without iiitercst. 

.C. n'nrrcn h-r riainlirf. 

-for E/ercndaiit. * 

llcJc Gor^hnv, Sy:a?!, 12 ]la:>l ^410. 


IN TFii: plkas. 




SITTINGS AFFliK TERM 

A T G U I I. 1) II A L ].. 


Holland v . PuiLiirb. 

This was an action of .. issuwp.^it for goods sold 
and delivered with the usual money counts. 

Plea of Non-Asfiumpsit as to all the money 
claimed, except as to 1*7 L and as to that a plea of 
Tendon 

The evidence of the tender was, That the Plain¬ 
tiff and Defendant being together, and high words 
living taken place on the subject of their mutual 

demands^ 
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tlemands, the Defendant said to the PlalntltT, there 
is the balance of the account; at the same time 
throwing down some money and several Bank-not <\<5 
on the table, but they were not then counted ; 
Holland, the Plaintiff, might have taken tliom up 
and counted them, but he refused to lake them^ 
and turned about and went away. Afti r he was 
gone the Defendant desired the witno'^s to coimr 
the money on the table, which he did, and the 
notes consisted of a ] O /. note, 5 1. note, a 1 /. 
note, ami a guinea. 

Sir J. MANsriEi.D, Ch. J. ruled the tender to 
be sufllcicnt. 

Verdict for the Defendant. 

Shepherd and Scrjts. and * l\.'ipinassf 

for the PlalnliiT. 

Hestt Serjt. and Knupp for the Defendant, 


.7. 


IfcOfJ 


Johnson r. Wauo. 

Assumpsit on a Policy of Assurance on the shi]> 
Elizabeth Londnn toTonningcn.Lm the nibe. 
Plea of Noji-jdssunip^it, 

The Policy was produced, and appeared to be 
signed by one Deivar, on account of JHird, the 
Defendant, as is the usual mode of signing Policies 
in Lloyd's Coffee-house. 

The Plaintiff failed in proving by the witness, 

who 


An ot 

an A ".nit «..ri- 
tlc.t )jl' i.'<M ti> 
p’ci«, f a tjct 
a;;.nt -.1. iii. priii- 
I'ljial, wr.tic h? 
can hniisclf he 
callcJ; but 
where ihiC priu- 
cip.;’. I '.'S Uoeil 
an afbJavir r>i 
the Ajfciit in an 
appHcaiiini tir 
tlnr Court, in 
which a parti¬ 
cular fact )S 
stated, the affi. 
davit of the 
Agent may he 
used as evidence 
of that fact. 
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tilio proved ths subscription to the Policy, that 
Dewar was the agent of, or authorized by the 
Defendant to subscribe Policies in his name. 

The Defendant had, however, nnu'cd to put off 
the trial of this cause on an affidavit nrade by 
Dewar \ and in that affidavit he swore, 'j'hat he 
had subscribed the pol;cy in question for, and on 
account of fTard^ the Defendant. 

It was objected by the DcfcndaH^^• Counsel, That 
this could not be, received as evidence against Ward. 
as it was making the declaration of the agent to a 
particular fact, evidence against the principal, which 
was not legal evidence, as he might be called 
himself. 

Ci-iAMBRE, Justice, said. Tie thought, under the 
particular circumstances of the case, it was admissi¬ 
ble evidence; and that he should receive it; on the 
ground of its having been produced and offered to 
the court by the Defendant hirp.self, in an applica¬ 
tion to it, as a fact to determine their judgment on a 
matter arising in the course of lh<j cause, whicli 
application the Defendant.has made for his benefit: 
a mere affidavit of the agent, would not be evidence 
if not so used ; but when produced by the Defend¬ 
ant himself, and used by him for the purpose of 
moving to put ofl' the trial, lie must be presumed to 
know and adopt its contents. 

It was accordingly admitted. 

ACopyfromthe To prove the property oh board, consisting of 
oftheSeaSer^s thfes casks of indigo, the Plaintiff called a witness, 
kep'r**^ ^ clcrk ui the Custom-house, w'hich con- 

dlSnce. ’* tinned an account of the ship’s cargo. It was ex¬ 
plained 
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plained by the officer to be a Paper, which Is made 
Under the direction of the Statute, 113 Car. and 
is a copy of the official paper, which contains au 
account of the cargo, which has been cx-.anined by 
the Searcher: the official papers go with the ship, 
and the paper produced is kept at the Custom¬ 
house. 

It was objected by the Defendant’s counsel, That 
this W'as not evidence; upon this ground. That 
cither the Captain should be called to prove the 
goods actually on board, or the. Searcher who 
actually searched the ship, and found and reported 
such goods on board, and upon whose report the 
X’aper in question was made out. It was not there¬ 
fore the best evidence; besides wltich the witness 
had not copied the paper himself. 

CiiA?,iBiS.r, Justice, rulcJ it to he admissible as a 
paper made by authority of an Act of Parliament 
by an officer of the Customs appointed for the pur¬ 
pose, and lodged there as an official document of 
the ship’s cargo. 

f 

'Shepherd and-for the PlaintiL', 

BesU Seijt. for Defendant. 


3END OF EASTER TEUM. 


VoL. VI. 


E 
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IThetieveraGc- 
«icri*l /ssue is 
pleaded, though 
with a Tender 
in the Plea, or 
with different 
Pleas, Defend* 
anthavinggircn 
notice of Set-off; 
may give evi¬ 
dence accord" 
ingly. 


ARGUED AND RULED 

AT NISI PUIUS, 


IN 


TRINITY TERM, 46 GEO. TIT. 


SECOND SITTINGS IN TERM 

AT GUILDHALL. 


CouLsoN t\ Jones. 

Assumpsit for goods sold and delivered. 

Plea of Non-Assumpsit as to all the money 
claimed by the Declaration, except as to 6 L 19 s, 
and as to that a Tender. The Plaintiff also had 
given notice of Set-off, 

The Tender was admitted, and the Plaintiff went 
further damages. 

Tlie 
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The Plaintiff proved his demand, which exceeded 
ihe sum tendered, so that a balance appeared to be 
due to him, I'his the Defendant proposed to covcf 
by his Set-off; and for that purpose was pioccediiig 
to prove the articles composing it, when it was 
objected by the Plaintiff’s Counsel, That such 
evidence was inadmissible; That the Defendant 
could only give notice of Set-off, when there was 
the single Plea on the record of the General Issue i 
and that here being a fjpccial Pl^a of' Tender, evi¬ 
dence of Set-off was inadmissible, for that if he had. 
intended to aviiil himself of it, he should have 
pleaded it as a distinct Plea, which was the usual 
course of practice* 

It was answered, That there was no double Plea on 
the Record. It was .M)7i-nss7(7?i/)sif except as lo part, 
and a I’endcr as to that part, which was a single Plea 
only: but that under every circumstance of a 
General Issue pleaded, whether as a single Plea or 
otherwise, tlie Defendant could give notice, and go 
into evidence of Set-off. 

Lord ELi.rNBOROurj referred to the words of 
die Statute, 2 Geo. 2. ch. 12. which are—That 
where there ai*c mutual debts between the Plain- 
“ tiff and Defendant, or if either party sue or are 
sued as Executors or Administrators, and where 
there are mutual debts betwe:.^ tlu Testator or 
** Intestate and the other Party, that one debt may 
“ be set-off against the ether, and such matter given 
in evidence under such general issue, or pleaded 
“ in bar; but if intended to be given in evidence 
under the general issue, notice must be given of 

E 2 “ the 
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“ the particular sum intended to be Set-ofF, and on 
what account it had become due ;** 

Having so referred to the Statute, he said he was 
of opinion, that the evidence was admissible *, and 
that in every case of a General Issue pleaded, and 
notice given of it, a Set-ofF could be given in evi¬ 
dence. There were* no restrictive words in the 
Statute, confining it to a single Plea of the General 
Issue; That though the common mode of pleading 
was to plead a l^et-ofF when there was another special 
plea on the Record; it rather appeared that it was 
done as a matter of convenience to save the trouble 
of delivering and proving a notice of Set-ofF, which 
a plea saved j and where a Rule to plead several 
matters was necessary, convenience it pointed out as 
a matter desirable to add the Plea of Set-ofF, in place 
of giving notice of Set-olF, as both might be included 
in the same Rule : there therefore appeared to him 
no legal objection whatever to the admission, and 
that the Statute appeared to him to warrant it, and 
he admitted it accordingly. 

Verdict for the Defendant, 

Park and Gasdee for the PlaintifF, 

Garroiv for the Defendant. 


fITTINCS 
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SITTINGS AFTER TERM 

AT WESTMINSTER. 


Howard v . Wrmsley, 


I, 1S06. 


Trespass for breaking and entering the Plainliff*s a nnticc^Kjvca 
house, and destroying the windows, &c. sciucnibcr, to 

Plea, first of the General Issue and thereon; se- ot six caUndac 
condly. Liberum Tcnemctitum in one //. Kelli/, ffQOtJ 10 (Ictf'l*- 

« • -• r' • i_ • mine «i holdin^^ 

Lsq. and justification as his servant. connucncmguti 

Replication to the second plea. That one Cubiit mLcu? 
held the house as tenant to Kelly, from year to 
year, and that being so possessed of an unexpired 
term in it, he had underlet to the Plaintiff, by virtue 
of which he entered and was possessed. 

Rejoinder, That Kelly had g*ven due notice to 
Cubiit to quit on the 25th of March, 1806j by 
notice bearing date the 2Cth of September, J S0.5 ; 
in lieBC verba, “ Take notice that you deliver up 
possession of the Premises you hold from me, on 
or about the end of six calendar months, from the 
29th of September next ensuing the date hereof j** 
whereby CubitVs term was determined and justified 
as to the several trespasses, so entering as servant to 
Kelly. 

Surrejoinder, That the said H. Kelly did not 
give due notice to quit in manner and form, &c. 

E 3 The 
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The facts of the case were, I'hat Kelly was the< 
L,andlord of the premises, and had demised them to 
Cuhit'ty wdiose term, commenqed at Lady day: 
That on the 29th of September preceding, fVems- 
Icif, the Defendant, who was the agent of Kelli/,^ 
had given the notice to quit as stated in the ^lead- 
in‘;s. That the Plaintiff who was Tenant to Cubitt 
refused to quit, whereupon the Defendant had 
entered with workmen to repair the house, which 
was the trespass complained of, 

I’he Plaintiff’s courisel denied the legality of this 
notice to quit, and that of course his possession 
w'as rightful when the Defendant entered. He 
was in by title as Tenant to Cubitt^ and the action 
jnaiutaina'ile. That the notice should correspond 
with t;ie holding, which was stated to be from the 
*25'.h of March, to quit on which day, the notice 
should be given, but which was not so here, it 
being given to quit at the end of six calendar 
months, and given on the 29th of September, so that 
the Mine to quit would be the 29th of March, which 
therefoie did not correspond with the holding. 

Lord KLL^iNBORgun ruled the notice to be suffi¬ 
cient ; sayings I'hat tht ^5th of March wasS the usual 
half-v^ar, by compiiLation, from the 29th of Septem¬ 
ber, though not exactly corresponding in duration of 
tir e; the word Calendar was surplusage, for if 
he had omitted the word Calendar) or said half-yejy, 
it W' bid be- good. 

Verdict for Defendant. 

Garrow and Lawes for the Plaintiff. 

Sir K Gibbs and *EspinasS€ for the Defendaj^tit 

Hoskins 
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Hoskins, Assignee of Deighton a 19, isoe. 
Bankrupt, Duperoi. 


xV«!SUMPsiT for money had and received, brought 
by the Plaintiff as Assignee of Deighton. 

The action was brought to recover back a sum 
of 2,100/. paid by the Bankrupt to the Defendant, 
after an act of bankruptcy committed. 

The act of bankruptcy was clearly proved to 
have taken place in the latter end of April, or 
beginning of May, 1805. The Defendant resisted 
the validity of the commission, and the only doubt in 
the case was as to the Petitioning Creditor's Debt. 

The parties all lived at J\ lunches I and the 
debt accrued for goods sold and delivered by one 
Hamer, to the Bankrupt, at Manchester^ in the 
usual course of Trade. 


A debt of 100?, 
for gooefs sold 
oil Credit 
will iiotsgpport 
a Cuinmisitiun 
of Bankrupt 
until liic credit 
expires, it d 
Itiil IS given for 
them; but if 
sold on the 
tcinis (It giving 
H Bil! at two 
Moiitlis, and nu 
Bill IS in tact 
given, a Coni- 
mids'oii on such 
a debt cannot 
be supported. 


On the part of the Defendant it was relied. 
That no commission could be supported, but upon 
a debt actually due, or by reason of the petition¬ 
ing creditor holding some written security, under 
the Statute 7 Geo. 1, ch. 31; and 5 Geo. 2. c. SO. 
The debt here was for goods sold and delivered; 
that the goods had been sold on a credit, which 
was not expired at the time of the act of bank¬ 
ruptcy committed. , That, therefore, under the 
authority of the case of Pat slow v. DeariovCf 
4 East. Rep. 4S8, the commission could not be 
sustained. 

No proof was offered as to the actual contract 

£ 4 itself 
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itself for the Siilc of the goods, but the Defendant, 
l eliedontliesale, being in the usual course of dealings 
v;hzch was on credit, and vvhich was urged to be in- 
sjufTicient as a debt not due at the time of the act of 
Bankuiofcy, 

Lord Ellenborough said. That that was not 
sufHcici-t per se. but he.wotild admit (?vidcnce as to, 
the uMiul course of dealing at Mavchesler, and the 
credit that was usually given on the jy,ale of goods 
in that place. •. 

Witnesses were then callctl, who proved, That 
goods at ]\lancha'>lcr were sold at different credits, 
but in every case the shortest credit was two 
Months, that it was usual sometimes to sell at two, 
Months, and a Bill at the end of two Months; but 
it was admitted, that in some cases goods were sold 
at a present Bill for two Months. 

It was then contended. That on a sale for a pre¬ 
sent Bill at two Months, a Conimission could be 
supported under Stat. 5 Geo. 2; and that it might 
be presumed, that that was the case here. 

The Defendant’s Counsel answered. That if the 
transaction had been so, it was capable of proof, 
and for that purpose evidence should be given of 
the existence of such a Bill, which could easily be 
done if it had taken place by a production of the 
Bill itself; but if no Bill was produced, it was 
decisive that the goods sold, had been sold in the 
usual way, and on the usual credit. 

Lord EnnENBOROUGH left it to the Jury, as to 
the course of dealing, and the terms on which the 
goods were soldThat a debt for goods sold on 
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an unexpired credit, would not support the Com¬ 
mission : but if the course of Trade was to sell by 
a Bill at two Months, if they thought that such had 
been the course of dealing here, and believed that a 
Bill had been given, they should find for the Plain- 
tift', as a Bill would support the Commission. 

The Jury found for the Plaintiff, 

Gary'ow^ Park and Wood for the Plaintiff. 

Sir V, Gibhs^ Popping and ^larr^at for the 
Defendant. 

A new trial was afterwards had in this case, 
■vehen it appeared that the goods had been sold 
for a Bill at two Months; but that no Bill had been 
given. It was decided. That that would not sup¬ 
port a Commi&iion. P'ide 9 East, 498. 


Potts v , Reed. 


! 9 , 1606 , 


Assumpsit on a Bill of Exchange for SOS/. 6s. Sd. 
drawn by Gamon on the Defendant in his own 
favour, and indorsed by lum to Pugli^ and by 
Pugh to the Plaintiff. 

Gamon the drawer had been in parti^ership. with 
Pugh and one Reynolds, 

The partnership had been dissolvedi and the 

elftpcts 


An indorsement 
of a Hill of Ex- 
clian^^e, in these 


Words 


Pay 


the contents of 
the Bill to AB, 
bein^ part of the 
consiileration 
in a certiitn 
deed of Assi^» 
ment, executed, 
by the said AB, 
to the Indorser 
and others, ts 
not a limited 
IndoKcmcut. 
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effects assigned to Gam on and a Mr. Rccd as Trus¬ 
tee with him, and Gamon took, the whole of the 
concern on himself; and part of the agreement on 
the dissolution was, that Gamon was to pay to 
Rugh 1,000/. by three instalments, W'hich instal¬ 
ments were secured by Bills at different dates, and 
on one of them this action was brought. 

The defence intended to be set up was. That 
this was to be a payment to Pugh only, who was 
himself to receive the money, and had promised 
Gamon that he would not negotiate the Bill; That 
it was agreed so to limit the payment, and that 
for that purpose the Bill should be specially in¬ 
dorsed. It w'as produced, and was indorsed in thusc 
words:—* 

Pay the contents of the witjiin Bill to Mr, 
Evan Pugh, being part of the consideration money 
in an Indenture of Assignment, beating date the 
28th Day of December, 1804-, executed by the 
said Exan Pugh, to Robert Reynolds Reed, and 
myself.” 

A. OainonP 


It was contended. That this was a restricted 
Indorsement, and that the present holder could 
not claim as Indorsee. That the nature of a spe¬ 
cial Indorsement, was to restrict the payment to a 
particular person, as in the case of Ancher v. Bank 
of England, Dougl, 615, where the Bill was to 
be credited to the account of Dahty and was held 

not 
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not to be further negotiable. In this case, Fugli*s 
naiuc was specially mentioned, and the Fund from 
which the payment was made. That fund must 
be taken to have been credited by the Assign¬ 
ment mentioned in the Indorsement, "J'hat Bills 
payable out of a particular fund were not negoti¬ 
able. • 

It was answered. That the Fund mentioned had 
nothing to do with the payment of the Bill, for 
which the Defendant was at all events liable. It 
was nientioned only as the ctJiisideration for it, and 
$s for the Indorsement, it was a speeiai Indorse¬ 
ment only, as far as mentioning the name of the 
Indorsee, whose Indorsement it rendered it neccs' 
sary to prove, and nothing more. 

Lord FhLENBORouGii said he was of opinion. 

That this was not a restrictive Indorsement, and as to 
♦ ‘ 

the other words they were surplusage, and could not 
affect the subsequent negotiability of the Bill. If 
the Bill w^as payable out of a particular Fund, it 
would affect the negotiability of the Bill; but what 
was here mentioned, was not the Fund out of 
which the Bill was to be paid, but the consideration 
for which the Bill was given, which the holder had 
nothing to do with. Mr. Gamon the Defendant, 
was here personally liable, though the liability 
might have been created by the Fund mentioned in 
the Indorsenaent, and as arising from the fund so de¬ 
signated by the Indorsement; and whenever a party 
was personally liable,a Bill was negotiable* It was how¬ 
ever necessary to prove Pugh's Indorsement, as his 
^ame was mentioned in the Indorsement 3 but though 

so 
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so made payable to him by name, tlnn-e was nothing 
to restrain its future negotiability; in the case cited, 
the Bill was to be crc(iited to JJcihVs account, no 
such restriction or dircciion was here. 

Verdict for the PlaintilF. 

Park and Doualdson^for the Plaintiff. 

Oarrow, Gibbs and ^Psphuisse for the De¬ 
fendant, 


END Oi* TRINITY TERM. 
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ARGUED AND RULED 

4 

AT NISI PRIUS, 


ON THr. 


HOME CIRCDir. 


CHELMSFORD SUMMER ASSIZES, IPO'lv 


Coram IlEATH, JUSTICE. 


Clarke Clarice and Brown. 

This was an action of Trover. 

The action was professed to be brought against 
the Defendants, who were the Assignees under a 
Commission of Bankruptcy awarded against the 
Plaintiff, for the purpose of trying the validity of 
the Commission issued against the Plaintiff, wliich 

was 


July 21, IfiOil. 

If a Terson, 
apaijist whom a 
Commission of 
Banl^Mipt iS' 
sues, acquiesces 
in it so tar as tn 
take a part in 
the Sale of his 
own Ffleets, 
under thcCcitt- 
rnission, hef 
shall not after* 
wards be allow* 
edtoqiuestionjt 
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Vv’as contested, could not be supported, on the ground 
that he was a Farmer, and not an object of the 
Bankrupt La’vs. 

The PkiintiiF called a Witness to prove the sale 
and conversion of the Goods which were his, and 
which had been taken under the Comitiissicm. 

On his cross-exaininatian he said: That he was 
an Auctioneer j that he had been employed by 
Browr,^ one of the Defendants, to sell the stock ; 
but that he was so employed by the express recom¬ 
mendation of the Plaintiff himself, who had intro¬ 
duced him to Broxvti for the purpose of selling the 
effects; that he did so, and he had heard Clarfr, the 
Plaintiff, say, that he was perfectly satisfied with the 
Commission which had issued against hiirii 

Psr Heath, Justice. How is this a tort or 
a wrongful conversion ? Why has he acquiesced 
in it ? 

It was answered by the Plaintiff’s Counsel, Tiiat 
it was an acquiescence in what he could not help. 
He was then declared a Bankrupt and bound to 
submit. 

Per Heath. He might submit to the commis¬ 
sion, but he need not take any part in any thing 
done under it, nor shew his acquiescence under it. 
The action cannot be sustained, the Plaintiff must 
be called. 

Plaintiff nonsuited. 

Garrow and Trower for the Plaintiff. 

Bestf Serjt. and Marry at for the Defendant 
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\ 

It was said by Best, Serjt. that the same point 
had been so ruled by Mansfield, C. J. in a case 
similarly circumstanced—Qucrc, if not that of Like 
V. Ilore and Rogers — Ante. 


IN[ THE COMMON 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM AT WESTMINSTER. 


Jekyll V. Sir John AIooue. 


Jnf^ 3. ISOS. 


fnis was an action for a Libel. The Libel com¬ 
plained of was, T’he including in the sentence of a 
Court Martial, whereof the Defendant was President, 
certain statements respecting the Plaintiff’s conduct, 
which were false, scandalous and malicious represen¬ 
tations of, and concerning the PlaintifF, unconnected 
with the duty of the Court-Martial, and with intent 
to injure and defame him. 

The Plaintiff, had been a Captain in the 43d 
Regiment of Foot, of which Colonel Stuart was the 
Colonel: Having preferred certain charges against 
the Colonel, he was tried by a General Court- 
Martial, of which Sir John Moore was President. 

The 


An action wii! 
notlicfora l.ibrl 
a Mem¬ 
ber a Ccttut- 
Martial, for ob¬ 
serving on the 
conduct of the 
Fi'^ecutor, as 
malicious and 
injuiious to the 
service, and 
making that 
inut of the sen¬ 
tence acquitting 
the officer tried 
by such Court- 
Martial. 
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The Court having heard the charges, honourabl^r 
acquitted Colonel 5iiiarl of the whole ; and the con¬ 
cluding part of the sentence was to this cfi’ect: “ The 
Court cannot pass over, without notice, the ground- 
and malicious charges preferred by Captain 
Jeliijll again'st Lieutenant-Colonel Stvartj and of 
observing, that the conduct of Captain Jckyll^ in 
ondcavouri :g,to hurt and calumniate the character 
of his Commanding Officer, is highly iiijurious to the 
service.** 

Upon the Case being opened, the Lord Chief- 
Justice, having expressed some surprize at the 
novelty of the charge, asked the Plairu'ff’s Coun¬ 
sel upon what grounds of Law it rested ; and where 
was the puJ'licationnecessary to constitute a Libel? 

It was answered, 1 hat the warrant ot his Majesty 
for holding tlie Court-Martial, slaies the Charges 
Upon which the Party accused is to be tried, and 
the Court are ordered to eiiqrnie into and decide 
upon tne charges : That that v^as the limit of their 
jurisdiction prcvScribcJ by the .warrant: they had 
authority, therefore, in the present instance only, to 
acquit or eoiivic& Colonel Stuart of the charges 
l^referred agsinst him by Captain Jckijll\ but they 
had not so conhued them3clve.s, but had gone 
beyond thcii power or duty in imputing improper 
motives to Captain JckijlVs proceedings, calum¬ 
niating his character as if he had been actuated by 
motives derogatory to the good of the service, and irt 
tonsequence of which, he was forced to quit the ser¬ 
vice j That as to the publication) that the sentence is 

laid 
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laid before his Majesty, and sent in general orders to 
every Regisnent in the Kingdom. 

Per Sir James Mansfield, C. J. Was such an 
action as this ever heard of? Docs this Court sit as a 
Court of Appeal from the judgement of the King> 
and of a Court-Martial ? Shall Courts*-Martial, sit¬ 
ting for the benefit of ilte service, be restricted from 
giving their opinion as to the conduct of oflicers 
coming bolbre them ? They cannot step out of their 
way to slander another officer, buf are they to be 
restrained fi oni pi onouncing a censure on an officer 
connected with the very case referred to them ? If 
this was to be allowed. Sir Charles ]\[orga?i, the 
Judge Advocate, might have an action against him 
lor a Libel, in laying the sentence of a Court-Mar¬ 
tial before the King. I'he action is not maintainable, 
the Plaintiff must be called. 

Best and Bailey, Serjts. and Dumpier for the 
Plaintiff. 

Shepherd, Serjt. Jfda^n, and Lens^ Serjt. for the 
Defendant. 


P 


‘ Vol.VL 


Partington 
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SameVa^. PAiri'INGTON V, PuTCIlER. 


Asfumf5it by the Plaintiff, as Trustee of Eliza^ 
hcth j nf''ht rj deceased, to recover from the De« 


If Dc''fnf 3 ant in 
a <lcr't. nr'ict- 
hciv,,! !'v 
till S If'l'v’ ft 

the aiiiOLint of two promissory notes, one 
s’y''! ft)r 700/. the other for 4J0/. bearinj.^ date in the 
r'rm bij'i 1101 j tho notos wci'c payable to iMaintii}, 


bcuiRr^urrcd expressed to be payable to him as such Trustee 

to, cl.fs not i A > 

for her, in these vvor‘ls “ I promise to pay to 


to, 

aiiinurit to a 
Icp »1 dificharge, 

he shill be Thowas Pavti, Esq. (as Trustee for my mo- 

bounfl by the ^ ■' 

a-imivsion,and thcr, Ml'S. Elizabeth Butcher^) three months after 

the ca'^e be 

thereby taken demand TvX)/.’’ &C. 

out of the Sta¬ 
tute. 


The Defendant pleaded two Pleas, Npn-^/lssunip- 
sit, and the Statute of Limitations. 

Replication to the last Plea—That Defendant did 
undertake within six years, and issue thereon. 

The Defendant was the son of Elizabeth 
Butcher, for whom the Plaintiff was Trustee : She 
was dead, and had had a consideraljle fortune, with 
a power of appointment among her children. 

The Defence intended to be relied upon, as to 
1,000/. under the General Issue, was a certain paper 
produced in evidence, signed by Mrs. Elizabeth 
Butcher, in these words : — 


“ Memorandum, August 4, 1792, 

'' Be it remembered, that I do hereby forgive 
and relinquish to my son, Thomas Bw/efeer, Jun. 
^ all interest due, and to grow due, to me or my 

V Trustee, 
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“ Trustee, upon my said son’s two several notes of 
‘‘ hand for TOO/, and 4.50/. dated the I st of January, 
“ 1795 , and the 1st of July, 1791 ; it never beinc; 
“ my intention to take any ijilcrest of my said son 
for the afore-mentioned sums, making together 
** 1^160/.; and 1,000/. thereof, when called in, to 
be raised under my scttletnent. 

“ Elizabeth Butcher,'* 

The Attorney, for the Plaintilf, \vas called. IJe 
had been Attorney for Mrs. Butcher in her life¬ 
time, and by her directions had frequently applied 
to the Defendant for payment of the notes. He 
stated, that at the several interviews which he had 
with the Defendant, he always admitted the receipt 
of the money, and that it was unpaid ; but said, he 
should not pay it, as his mother excused him from 
paying the 1,000/. by the memorandunijandas to the 
remaining 150/. that she was indebted to him in more 
than that sum for business done for her by him. 

The Statute of limitations had long before at¬ 
tached in the notes ; but the Plaintiff’s Counsel 
relied upon these admissions of the Defendant’s as 
taking the case out of the Statute. 

S/iep7?err/,Serjt. for the Defendant, contended that 
they did not; That the rule of law was. That where 
an admission was relied upon, as taking the case out 
of the Statute, the whole must be taken together; 
and the adrqission must unequivocally allow the ex¬ 
istence of the demand : In the case of Owen v. 
Woolley, Bull, N, P. 148, where the acknow¬ 
ledgment was, “ I had the money, but the Testa* 

F 2 trix 



CASES AT NISI PRIUS. 


Irix p:avc it 1o me the latter words were held to 
qualify the generality of the fiist admission, and not 
to amoi’nt to a new promise or confession of the 
Dctenda-'t, suiheient to take it out of the Statute ; 
this was a parallel case. Mr. Butcher, the De¬ 
fendant, admitted that he had the money, but with 
the .same breath dischaT;,;ed lumself, and denied his 
liability j he said, I had the monev, but I am dis¬ 
charged by iiiy mothcr^s Memorandum j that was a 
denial, not an ddlnis^ion of the Debt. 

Ber Sir J. Mansi-ield, Chief Justice. T'he 
law is correctly stated. That an admission to take a 
case out of the Statute must be all taken togethci. 
'J'hc ease cited is good law, but does not decide this 
case; there the party absolutely denied the existence 
of any debt, relying on it as discharged by the gift 
of t.he Testatrix ; that is not the case here. The De¬ 
fendant docs not insist on an absolute discharge, 
but siih " odo only, by reference to his mother’s 
Memorandum j if tlrat does not discharge him, he 
adird's that the Debt has existence. Where a party 
claims a discharge, as arising under a written instru¬ 
ment, as he has done j though he has a right to 
have his whole achnission taken together, the Court 
have the «ame right, and will see whether that in¬ 
strument so referred to, affords him a legal d’s- 
charge or not: by reference to it, it will be found 
not to be so ; it is not a legal discharge, for the 
paragraph relied upon as to the calling-ip the money, 
shi ws that it was her intention that it should be 
called in, fliough she might afterwards apply it to 
another fund that is under her settlement* 


This 
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This, therefore, appears to me to be an admission 
sufficient to take the case out of the Statute, and 
that the Plaintiff is entitled to recover. 

But the Defendant shall have liberty to move to 
set the Verdict aside. 

Baili/t Serjts. artd ^Espinasse for the 

Plainliff, 

Shepherd, Bailij, Serjts. and Wigici/ for the 
Defendant. • 


E'-rD OF TRINITV TERM. 
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CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 

* 

AT NISI TRIUS, 


IN 


MICHAELMAS TERM, 47 GEORGE III. 


SECOND SITTING DAY IN TERM. 


Dor, t’. Spii.lee. 


If a notice to 
<juit is directt :i 
to the Tenant 
by a wrong 
Christian name, 
and he keeps it, 
it is a waiver of 
the niis-dircc- 
tion, and tlie 
lessor niay re¬ 
cover on It, if 
there was no 
other Tenant 
of the name. 


EjiiCTMENT to recover the possession of the Pre¬ 
mises which the Defendant heid, as Tenant to the 
lessor of the Plaintifl’; the Defendants Christian 
name was lliomaa. 

The notice to quit was directed to George 
Spiller. 

Parky for the Defendant, objected, That the 
Plaintiff could not recover as the notice was wrong. 

Lord EliJInborough asked if there was any 
Thomas Spillery and if the Defendant had sent back 

the 



iSirCHAELMAS TERM, 47 GEO. III. 1S07. 


71 


liie notice? It was answered in the negative. 
Whereupon Lord En.LKNRORoi'oii said. Then not 
having done so when he might have repudiated 
the notice, he should now hold him to be bound 
by it. 

Verdict for the Flaintifl'. 

Garrow and-for the Plaintid'-. 

Park for the Defendant. 


Fj.kld JMi’ichelLo 


Tins was an action on the case for taking an Case will not lie 

, ., tor lAiug an 

excessive Distress. excessive ais- 

The case in evidence on the part of the Plaintiff inline only ^ 
was, That he was Tenant to the Defendant of cer- thmisii greatly' 
tain premises; lhat seven guineas only being inv^iue the - 
arrear, the Distress was made by direction of the jJS! 
Defendant, and goods taken, which were valucil by gxprZTIilaiice 
the Plaintiff’s Witness at 30/., but which in fact 
sold for lor. only. 

These facts being proved. Sir V, Gibhs, forihe De¬ 
fendant, contended, That the Plainlirr upon the evi¬ 
dence given, and the facts proved as above stated, 
should be nonsuited; he contended, that to support 
the action, the taking must appear to be malicious, or 
the Plaintiff could not be entitled to recover. That all 

F 4 the 
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the old cases to be met with in the books, in stating 
in what instances a Plaintiff w’as entitled to recover ia 
this action on the ground of such excess was, where 
there was a great disproportion, as an Ox distrain¬ 
ed for a penny, which is the case put in the 
books : that here the goods had sold but for a few 
pounds beyond the sum,for which the distress was 
made, out of which the expenccs were to be de¬ 
ducted ; That it was impossible to judge with suffi¬ 
cient accuracy, a.s to what things so taken would 
produce : ii takt ii as a distress under any circum¬ 
stances, they sold to a certain disadvantage, and it 
would therefore be exfremely hard to subject a 
party to an action for taking goods, where so trilling 
an excess in value only appeared. 

Lord EuLJiNEOROuoH. There is a distinction 
between the cases, wliere tlieie is but one thing 
.which can be distrained, and where there arc many, 
and so the Distress is divisible. If there is but one 
thing which can be taken, so that it must be taken, 
cr the party must go without his Distress, for taking 
it no action lies, though it much exceeds the sum 
for which the Distress is taken:-Bur if there are 
several articles of some value, and there is much 
more taken than is sufficient to satisfy the rent and 
cxpenccs; this action is maintainable, and express 
malice is not necessary to the maintaining of the 
action, nor required to be proved ; but it is not for 
every trifling excess that this action is niaintainable, 
it must-be disproportionate to some extent, and if 
disproportionate to an excess, the action is clearly 
maintainable. 


To 
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To prove that in fact, the value of the gooils ilid 
not exceed 12/. and that after satisfying the Distress 
and expcnces there was but IG?. remaining, which 
the Defendant had oilered to icturn to thv PlainiilF, 
the Defendant’s Counsel called a Witness of the 
n-'iue of Ot,s/or ; he was the Broker who made the 


Distress by the direction of the Defendant AiiVr.7n7/, 
and by whom the goods had been sold. 

Of/rroru objected to his evidence unless he uas 


released. • 

Lord Eli.enborotjoh said he was inadmissible. 
The Witness had been employed by the Defendant 
to make the Distress ; he must be presumed to do it 
properly, and according to law and his duty, and if 
there was any thing wrong in it, tu* if he exceeded 
his authority, whereby he had subjected his principal 
to an action, he would be answerable over to the 
Defendant who employed him. It was not distin¬ 
guishable from the case of the driver of a carriage, 
by whose conduct an injury had been sufl'cred. 
Verdict for the Plaintiff, 40/. Damages. 


Tilt* brolifr wJit' 

nuil<" ihi' (ll^, 
rttss IS nrii nn 
.iriiiussihlc Wit* 

I’f'ss tiir the 

i;n 

!fbs. 


Garro-w and jMnrrj/at for the Plaintiff, 

(riL'i'.'-i Park and *£f>pinassc for the Defendant. 
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Ht*. 2 , ICCO. 


Jf a person srt}-;, 
I’ll pay you 
money, if A B 
says it is due, 
and A B banij 
applied to, says 
it lb due, blit is 
dead at the time 
of'the action 
Inouidir, what 
he had said n> 
Npecting the 
'li'bt, IS evi¬ 
dence. 


Daniel 'V, Pj tt. 


1 MI? was an action of Assumpsit for goods sold 
and delivered. 

Plea of .A7)n~assiimj>sit^ 

The action was bi oiight to recover the price of 
two l)locks of Portland stone sold by the PlaintilF to 
the Defendant. 

The Defendant denied that he had received them. 

The evidence irl the ease was. That the Defend ¬ 
ant lived at Knfield: That the stone was to be 
sent to him by a waggon hired from a person of the 
name of j the driver of i!tc waggon’s name 
vi^^us Coombes, the servant of Law at*^thc time of 
the delivery of the stone, and he was proved to be 
then dead. 

The PlaintiiT proved the delivery to Coombes^ 
and that he had taken the stone in the warc^on 
from the Plaintiff’s yard ; but there was no further 
proof of any actual delivery to the Defendant. 

'J he I’lajntiir tlien proposed to give in evidence, 
"j'hat upon the price of the stone being demanded 
of the Defendant, he at first denied the delivery, but 
afterwards said, Coombes sd.ys that he delivered 
the stones to me, I will pay for them,^* The Plain¬ 
tiff then proved, that in consequence of what the 

Defendant 
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Defendant had said, Coombes had been applied to, 
and abked if he rccoiloctcd hiy havinr^ delivered ihc 
stones to the Defendant; he saiil he recollected it 
perfectly well; that tlie Defendant was not then at 
home, when he came with them to his lioiise at 
Enfidd, but his housekeeper ordered him some 
beer at an adjoining public-^iouse, after he had de¬ 
livered the stone in the Defendant’s yard. 

It was objected, That this was inadmissible, being 
the mere declaration of Coomhes wMlioiit o«^th. 

l^ord Ellenborough said, That it was admissi¬ 
ble evidence, and had been so decided by the 
twelve Judges in Hastings's trial: 'J'hat when one 
says, if such a person says that I received the 
money Ell pay itIf the person referred to is 
dead, what he has been heard to say on being 
applied to on the subject, in consequence of such 

reference, is evidence. 

•* 

His Lordship admitted it, and the Plaintiff ro0- 
vered. 

Garrow and * Espinassc for the Plaimiff. 

Murryat for the Defendant, 


Powell 
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3. Powell v. Roach cJ AU» 


This was an action brought to recover the amount 


IK .1 niiir.f^jf ^ I 5 ilj l^xchange, drawn by Tyler and Co, on 

IsxcliH Ije, tl>at o’ / 

it ,'r pro- 'Pitylov and C'}. payable to the Order of the De» 

reiJ tr shewn * •' 


to hellstordc-fendants, and by them indorsed over. It was af- 

s'n.yed, though ^ 

the party pro- tCrWarUS 
niiscd to pay jt. 

for goods sold. ^ 

When it became due it was presented at Taylor 


paid by Boreman and Co, to fhe PJaintilF 


and Co’s, the Acceptors, for payment by a Banker’s 
Clerk, who, in the usual way, received in payment 
a Check on Harrison and Co, for the amount. 


This Check was dishonored, and notice was im¬ 
mediately given to the Defendants, that the Bill 
had not been paid; they acknowledged there was 
such a Bill of their’s outstanding, that they were 
stjpprised the Acceptors had not paid it, and pro¬ 
mised to pay it, if it was produced to them. 

The Acceptors absconded, and this action was 
brought against the Defendants as the Indorsers. 

At the Trial the Plaintiff was unable to produce 
the Bill, and relied on the facts as above stated, and 
no evidence was offered to prove that it was lost or 
destroyed. 

It was objected by the Defendant’s Cqinsel 5 That 
the Bill should be produced, as otherwise the De¬ 
fendants might be called upon afterwards by the 
actual holder, and so be twice subjected to the pay¬ 
ment of it; and as to the promise, that the Defend¬ 
ants had only promised to pay on production of the 

Bill, 
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Bill, and they had therefore a right to insist on tlie 
condition, as if produced they could pay it \^illi 
safe t y. 

GarnnVy for the Plaintiff, contended. That as 
tite ground of defence taken by the Defendants 
was a possible future liability, it was clear there 
would be none; for as this Bill was in the hand", 
of the Plaintiff when it became due, no other per¬ 
son, who might become porsessed of if afterwards, 
and after it became due, could recover on it, against 
the Defendants, for this reason; That they wouM 
be entitled to rest on the Plaintiff’s title to the Bill 
at that period, and the recovery of the value of it 
by him, which would defeat any action against 
tliem: That the Plaintiff’ was entitled to recover, 
as the Defendant had admitted that the Bill was 
outstanding, and had promk.cd to pay it, and cited 
Mart V. Kin}!:, 12 Mod. t350, as the Bill might be 
presumed to be lost. / 

Lord Ellenborougii said. He was clearly of 
opinion, that in this case the Defendant was war¬ 
ranted in resisting the demand, unless the Bill w'as 
produced, as he ouglit not to be subjected to another 
action on the Bill by a third person, and be left to 
protect himself by reason of the recovery in this 
action against him ; the Defendant never meant to 
waive his right to have the Bill delivered up to him 
9 s soon as he had paid it. 

Plaintiff was nonsuited. 

Garrow and Curiuood for the Plaintiff, 
for the Defendant, 


Wji.KE5 
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Dec. 5, 


V/iiKEs t\ Lister. 


If Executor-, AssuMP;>iT for ffoocls Sold and delivered. 

who are by the 

TtoatorS will Plea of Non~(i.s^nrnp.%it. 

to tany on his ^ , 

traoc for the Tlic Plaintiff was a brass-founder, the Defendant 

b« nefttof his 

family, suffer a a coach-plator j and tne action was brought to 
on the tratie m recover the sum of 2S /. for goods sold, the delivery 

}iis own ririmCi ^ i • i t t^i • ■ i 

such person oi wliich the rlamtilr proved. 

Ssmhrsown -i hc dcfcncc sct up was. That the Plaintiff had 
Slived with a man of the name of Wilkes^ by whom 
she had two children, and passed for his wife for 


t'.ou|£.'h aftt-r- 
w.ur's account- 
jjihlf to the Exe- 
^uiois, 


many yeais. /nUcs had carried on, in his life¬ 
time, the business of a brass-founder, and by his Will 
left his property to his two Executors, as Trustees 

for the Plaintiff and her children; and it appeared 
^ • • 

further in evidence, that the surviving Executor 
bad suffered the Plaintiff to carry on the business, 
not on her own account, but of the Estate ; and it 
was then contended, That the action should have 
been brought in the Executor's name, she being a 
mere servant, and not carrying on the business on 
her own account, and that she could not main¬ 
tain it. 

To prove these facts, the Executor was called as 
a witness; his competency was objected to, inas¬ 
much as he claimed the money sought to be reco¬ 
vered by this action, as part of the Testator’s 
estate; and that he having the use of the money, 
mid perhaps some interest as Executor in the 

residuum 
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residuum^ that gave him such an interest as ren¬ 
dered him incompetent. 

It was answered, That his being a Trustee merely 
V/as no objection ; and that as to any inten’st in the 
residuumj that was no: the case here, as the whole 
property was given to the PiaintiT and her children. 

Lord Ellen’ijoroue{ said. This answered the 
objection, and he admitted his evidence. 

The E.KCcutor proved the facts above stated, and 
relied on by the Defendant as matter of defence ; 
but it was admitted by him, that the Plaiiititf carried 
on the business in h'er own name with his consent 
and approbation ; that the witness had published 
an advertisement announcing to the public—“ That 
the Plaintiff, by the name of Sarah f^lkesy had 
coniiiiued the business carried on by her late hus¬ 
band, and soliciting the favors and employment of 
his customers;’* and that he also had written the 
words S» Wilkes at the head of the pass-books, 
which w'cnt between her and her customers. 

Before Sir V, Gibbs, who was Counsel for the 
Plaintiff', began his reply. Lord Ellenborough 
interposed ; he said, He desired to inform the Jury 
of his decided opinion, in point of law', on this case. 
There w'as no pretence in law for the defence set 
up, taking the facts in their fullest extent. The 
Executor had suffered the Plaintiff to trade in her own 
name; he had given her the credit of a trader on 
her own account to the world, and if the Executors 
chose to carry on the trade of the Testator for the 
benefit of the Estate, they must do it in their own 
that is as far as respected strangers j for if 

they 
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they suffered another person to do it, though it was for 
the bcMiefit of the Estate, as they made that person 
the ostensible trader, they gave that person the right 
to sue for all debts due to the concern. The Exe¬ 
cutors might flic a Bill afterwards to call the person, 
carrying on the trade, to account for what she had 
received, which mightrhave been done here; but 
that was a matter between themselves ; but as to 
other persons, they could set up no such defence as 
here attempted. »■ 

The Defendants Counsel acquiesced in hfe Lord¬ 
ship’s opinion. 

Verdict for the Plalniift'. 


Sir F. and *Espinasse for the Plaintiff. 
(Jat'row for the Defendant. 


AT GUILDHALL. 




Thomas t;. Ansley and SmitHj Sheriffs 

of London. 


A parol evi- 
ilciicc is intid- 
missililftoshcw 
the day on 
which a trial at 
l^isi Pit us 
takes place. 


This was an action of trespass for breaking and 
entering the Plaintiff's house, and taking articles of 
Household Furniture stated in the Declaration. 

The Defendants pleaded first, Not Guilty; and 
secondly, That a Judgment having been obtained, 

at 
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the suit of one ]\rcssen^rr, a^^alnst one JoJi 
Julies^ a writ of fieri fact as issued, direct'd to the 
Defendants, to levy on the goods of Joit^e, and 
then justified the taking the goods as thv goods of 
Jones, 

Replication admitting the Judgment, W'ith a de 
injiirid sua propria ahsq. ncsidua CansfC. 

The Plaintiff claimed title to the goods in question, 
under an assignment made by Jones to him ; the 
house had been a public-house, and on the 1‘ith day 
of May the Plaintiff was regularly appraised into the 
house; the furniture, liquors,&:c. being fairly vpluod, 
and evidence was given of the payment of diil'erent 
sums of money by '/’/^o?wrwthc Plaintiff, on ./<;wry’s 
account, and at the time of the appraisement a 
Draft given by Thomas to Jones for JO/. 8 .v. the 
balance of the appraisement. These facts were 
proved. 

I'hc defence relied upon was, 'fhat die transac¬ 
tion was fraudulent, and done to defeat cMcsscne,cr*s 
execution, the transaction having taken place sub¬ 
sequent to the Trial. 

It uas then stated. That the verdict was obtained 
on the 14th of May, in the Common Pleas, but 
that final judgment could not be obtained until the 
"21st of May, which W'as on a Monday, and this 
transaction took place on the Itith, being the Sa¬ 
turday preceding. 

It was proved that the Sheriff’s Officer went into 
possession on the 22d, and sold on the Saturday 
following. 

It became material to ascertain when notice of 

G Trial 


SI 
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^rial was given in the cause of Messenger v. Jones^ 
and when the cause was tried. 

A witness was put into the box, and asked when 
notice of trial was given. 

It was objected to proving this by parol, and it 
was accordingly proved by producing the Issue and 
notice of Trial indorsed, and then the delivery of 
the Issue was proved. 

A witness was then asked. When the cause came 
on to be tried in'the Court of Common Pleas? he 
said. At the Last Sitting in Term. He was then 
acked on what day of the month the Trial had taken 
place ? 

It was objected by GarroWy on the ground that 
this fact could not be so proved ; that it was matter 
which should be proved by production of the Re¬ 
cord itself. 

It was answered, That the trial of a cause was a 
fact which had taken place on a particular day, and 
could therefore be proved by parol. 

Lord Ei.leneorouoh said, I'hat he could not 
receive parol evidence of the day on which tlic 
Court sat at Prius, as that was capable of 
other proof by matter of record. 

The evidence was accordingly refused. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff; 

Garrow and ^ Espinasse for the Plaintiff. 

Sir P*. GiL'ds and Marr^at for the Defendant. 


CT1.0 
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f The following case being to the same effect 
as the preceding one, I have inserted it 
from a manuscript note .3 


SITTINGS AFTER MICHAELMAS TERM, 1788, 


Rex '0. Hammomd Page. 

Xhis was an Indictment for Perjury, on an Issue 
which had come on to be tried at J^lsi Prius, and 
there referred. 

The Prosecutor gave in evidence, the Nisi Prius 
Record, by which it appeared when the Issue was 
joined: but no Postea being indorsed, the Prosecu¬ 
tor’s Counsel offered the parol evidence of the 
Officer, that the cause came on to be tried on a 
particular day, and the Ruleof Court to prove the 
reference of the cause, which MUigay alledged 
was, in this instance, the best possible evidence, 
because the Jury having given no verdict, there 
was nothing to indorse on the Postea. 

On the other hand, Erskine objected. That the 
time of such a trial could only appear by matter of 
record, viz. by indorsement of the Postea ; and not¬ 
withstanding the reference, the Postea ought to be 
indorsed; That the Jury was sworn, and either that 
a Juror was withdrawn, or a verdict taken for the 
Plaintiff, subject to the Reference. 

G 2 


Lord 
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Lord Ki NYON at first was of opinion, That these 
proceedings must be proved by the record, and not 
by parol evidence, or by the rule of Court, which 
was between other parties; but he thouglit that the 
Posted might be so indorsed now in Court. He said, 
that in civil cases it is common to allow indorsements 
in Court of notes or bilfs, or alterations in blank in¬ 
dorsements to answer the facts of the case; and he 
knew no difference between civil and criminal cases, 
where there were materials by which to amend. 
He said, he had known instances of amendments in 
capital cases from the officer's notes at a great dis¬ 
tance of time. However, on reading the allegation 
in the indictment, “ That the cause came on to be 
tried before a Jury of the Country and, that u 
Jury was sworn,’* he thought that these facts only 
could be proved by the Record, and that it would 
be too much to say, that the whole Posted^ with the 
names of the Jurors, and that one thereof, \i^. the 
last sworn, was withdrawn from his fellows, should 
now be indorsed; but what was conclusive was, that 
when so indorsed, it could not be given in evidence 
in another cause without being stamped, though it 
is not usual to stamp it on making it up. 

D( fondant acquitted. 

JVIingai! and Baldwin for the Prosecution, 

Erskine and Wood fo’* the Defendant* 




Bavlf.y Alt. V. WVLIE, 


Dec. 9. 


AstiuMPsiT on a Policy of Assurance on the ship 
called the Vanhiyldcu, from Cliarkstown to Liver¬ 
pool. • 

A Bill had been filed in the Court of Exchequer, 
and a Conunission had ^oncoutto take theDeposi- 
tions of witnesses at C'.uirlcstowm 

At the trial the Depositions were produced, 
d'heir admissibility, as evidence, was objected to by 
(kirroie, for the Defendant, unless the Coinmis.sion, 
under which l!ic D.‘positions were taken, was also 
produced, and the Bill and A^nswer upon which the 
Connnii..:ion Iiad been hjunded. 


Dcp'^<>itiuii 3 
if'kcii lAittci an 
oltl cominr> 
Mun ina> br .ul* 
rr.; will I cut 
picj luciiifc Uic 
cc 11111‘iicn, as 
It jay l)j pie- 
>u icJ to be 
In' , aUtc 
wt tt. uiiJcr 21 
icciiil .me. 

T!i.* bill and 
aIl^wcr lit o(! net 
be pruduceU. 


bir I''. Cihbs read the be^rinning of the Deposi¬ 
tions, which stated the taking of the Depositions 
under a Commission from the Court of Exchequer, 
and contended that that was sulrident. 

Lord Ellenborouoh said, If these had been 
Depositions of a long standing, where, by presump¬ 
tion, the Commission might be lost, he might 
perhaps have admitted the Depositions alone ; but in 
the case of recent transaction, and where the De¬ 
positions had been lately taken, he should require 
the Commission to be produced; hut lliat no state 
of things could make it necessary to produce the 
Bill and Answer, provided the authority under which 
the Depositions were taken, namely, the Commis¬ 
sion, was produced. 

It afterwards appeared, that the Defendant’s 

G 3 attorney 
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attorney had agreed to admit the Depositions in that 
Cause. 

Lord ElMvNBoROUGH said, That by the words 
‘‘ in that cause” he had connected the Depositions 
with the Cause, and they were accordingly admitted. 
Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

• 

Sir K Gibbs and Newbold for the Plaintiff. 
GiirroWj MarryaL and Jervis for the I'^cfcndaiit. 


J)ec 11, 1800. 


Dunkley V , Bulwer and Lloyd* 


'Where a seaman 
lias been im¬ 
pressed, a»d so 
would be enlt- 
tletl to wages 
for die time he 
had served im- 
<Jer Stat. 2 Geo. 
s. that claim 
must, however, 
depend on the 
completion of 
the voyage. Kor 
if the vessel is 
lost, as the rest 
of the crew 
thereby forfeit 
their claim to 
wanes, ftie im¬ 
pressed seaman 
equally forfeits 
his claim for 
waees up to the 
time of his being 
inipiesscd. 


This was an action of Assumpsit brought against 
the Defendants, as owners of the ship Bridgtt, to 
recover the amount of wages claimed by the Plain¬ 
tiff, for his services as a sailor on board that ship. 

The facts of the case were these; On the 20th 
of January, 1804, the Plaintiff was hired as a sailor 
to serve on board the Bridget, then bound on a 
voyage from Shields to Gibraltar, at the rate of 
6/. 3 s. per month. The ship sailed on that voy¬ 
age, and arrived at Gibraltar, when she discharged 
her cargo, about the end of the month of May, 
1804. 

The Plaintiff then engaged to serve on board her 
for the homeward bound voyage, on which voyage 
she was to go to Zante to take in a cargo of fruit, 
and to return with it to England, 


On 
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On the 17th of November, 1804, the ship having 
taken in her cargo, and then being at the island of 
Malta on her homeward-bound voyage, waiting 
for convoy, the Plaintiff, who was then serving as a 
seaman on board her, was impressed and carried on 
board his Majesty’s ship Arundel. 

The ship remained some time at but on 

the 5th of February, 1805, being after the time the 
Plaintiff had been impressed, having sailed on 
her homeward voyage, she was, captured and de¬ 
stroyed. 

The Defendant paid into Court the amount of 
the wages for the whole of the outward-bound 
voyage to Gibraltar, but nothing on account of 
the homeward. 

The question in the case was. Whether the 
Plaintiff was entitled to recover wages on the home- 
ward-bound voyage, up to the time of his having 
been impressed. 

The Plaintiff grounded his right to recover on 
the effect and operation of the Statute, 2 Geo. 2. 
ch. 36, by which it is provided, “ That any seaman 
entering into his Majesty’s service shall not be 
deemed a desertion nor cause a forfeiture of his 
wages.’* That in this case, under the Statute, he was 
entitled to his wages up to the time of his going on 
board the King’s ship; and that in fact the usage of 
the navy was correspondent with it: That as he 
therefore had a right of action on his going on 
board the King’s ship, it could not be divested by 
any subsequent matter. 

Lord Ellenborough said, That seamen’s title 

0 4 to 
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to wages depended on the completion of the voyago 
when the ship became entitled to freight; but when 
tile ship was lost, all title to wages, as to every part 
of the crew, was at an end, and they had no claim 
on that account. If a seaman deserted before the 
voyage was completed, by his not serving to the cort- 
clusion of the voyage, he forfeited all right to wages 
foi any part of the voyage; and the Act of Parliament 
meant to give the sailor, who entered c«n board a 
King’s bliip, a remedy for his wages for a partial 
service, which another sailor could not have, for he 
thci eby got a tiiic to wages for such partial service^ 
and without waiting for the coniplciion of the voy¬ 
age; but ibat the act was meant to be confined to 
eax-s wheie all Ijc crew were enlilled to w'ages, by 
reason ol tlio ship’s arrival, and by the completion 
of her^oyage, not to cases whore the voyage was 
not con'pleted, and no wages could be claimed by 
the crew at all; when tliai voyage was defeated, the 
la V deprived the whole cn w of any wages whatever, 
and lie, for his partial services, could not be in a 
beti.r situation than they for the whofe. Here as 
no vages wl.ateVcr could be claimed by the seamen, 
the must suffer the loss to the full extent 

of the wages on the homeward voyage, the 
wages on the outward voyage, that is to the arrival 
at O 'wrcinar^ having been paid into Court. 

There was a Verdict for Defendant. 

Varli and 'Espinasse for the Plaintiff, 

Sir V. Gibl's for the Defendant. 


Warrington 
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AVarringtox. 


Assumpsit for monev i'->aid to D^TeiKhmt’s use* 

» 

WarringUiii^ one of the Defendants, suiTered jud;^- 
eiit to go by defauk, and Furbei- the other Do- 
lendaiit pleatlctl jyo/i-y'/bM{/?>psU and .I5ankn:pt<.y, 
The ])..■!eiidaiit’s !iad eaiTr.d on traiic; under the 
llrm of If 'tirringtoii a’ld I'un't'r and havin^^- occa¬ 
sion to buy goods, tlioy applied to a Mr. Martin 
to purchase goods from him. lie refused to let 
them have the goods on llieir own credit, or unless 
the payment was guaranteed by some otlier house 
of credit. In consequence of tliat, they applied to 
the riaiutilF’s to become guarantee to Martin for 
them, and they gave tin ir guarantee for the purpose 
of being given to Martin in thcjollowiiig words;-— 


A guarantee 
g.\c 11 liy tliiu! 
j'fiions on tnu 
SmIc of goods, 

IS witliin (lie 
'■xt.i‘;iiioii of t]ji 
SMmji-atts rc- 
pfct.iig agiec- 
iK'uts, aii'i 
i-eti not be 
suiiupcd. 


jMr. Thomas Martin.” 

« Sir, May 9, 1801.” 

At the request of Messrs, Fur her and War^ 
ringtoth who informed us they were about pur- 
chasing goods of you, to the amount of 1000/. j 
we hereby guarantee the payment of that sum> 
5' if purchases are made, say at six Months.” 

Signed by PlaintilF. 

Upon this guarantee Martin delivered goods to 

Furber 
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Fiirher and Warrington^ to the amount of ]OOOA 
and in payment for them took a bill at six Months, 
accepted by the Defendants, and drawn in favour 
of Martin, which became due in December follow¬ 
ing. In the Month of I^Tovember, before the bill 
became due, Fuvhcr and Warrington became 
bankrupts; JMartin dijd not prove his debt under 
Fur her and Warrington* s Commission, either on 
the bill which he held, or for tlie vilue of the 
goods sold, bu,t called upon the Plaintilts under 
the guarantee, after the bill became due and was 
unjiaid; the Piaintilfs paid the money, and now 
brouglit their action to recover that sum, as money 
paid to the use of the Defendants. 

The defence of bankruptcy was abandoned by 
the Defendant Furber, who had pleaded it, as the 
money was paid after the suing out of the Commis¬ 
sion, and the Plaintiff had no claim against the 
Bankrupts estate, until called upon under their 
guarantee. 

The Plaintiffs called Martinis clerk, who re¬ 
ceived the guarantee, to prove the whole transac¬ 
tion ; and the guarantee was put into his hands; it 
was an unstamped paper j when about to be read. 

Sir V. Gibbs objected to its being received in 
evidence. His objection was. That it was an 
agreement by which the Plaintiff agreed upon a 
certain event, to pay a sum of money on ac¬ 
count of the Defendants, and should therefore be 
stamped. 

It was answered. That it was an agreement for 
the sale of goods, and by the Stamp Act, imposing 

a Stamp 
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a Stamp or Agieement, those relating to the sale 
of goods are excepted, and therefore did not re¬ 
quire a Stamp, as being of that description. 

It was answered by Sir F. Gibbs, That the 
Statute exempting from the necessity of Sianips, 
Agreements for the sale of goods, applied to cases 
only of present sale, and r^jt as in this case where 
there might no sale take place, or at all events was 
in future. And the Plaintiffs Counsel having 
mentioned the case of Ciirrjj v. »Edcnsor, 3 T. 
Rep. 524f, as applying to the present, he said that 
in that case. Lord Kenyon had laid great stress 
on the circumstance of the transaction being for a 
present sale. 

Lord Ellenborouoh first observed, That the 
impression of his mind was, that the clause of the 
Statute which exempted such agreements from the 
necessity of being stamped, seemed to apply to 
cases of sale between the buyer and seller, and not 
to cases such as the present, which was an agree¬ 
ment with a third person; but his Lordship’s atten¬ 
tion being called to the case of Curry v. Edensov, 
which was a contract by which a broker, having by 
writing agreed to indemnify his principal on a sale of 
goods, against any loss on the resale, which was writ¬ 
ten on a piece of unstamped paper, his Lordship said 
was in point, and ruled that the guarantee in ques¬ 
tion should be received in evidence, particularly as 
the words of the act spoke of agreements, not 
merely for, but relating to the sale of goods. 

Verdict for Plaintiff. 

Garrow 
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and *Esviuassr for the Plaintiff. 

j 

Sir P\ Uihhs for the* Dckiidant 

T ills case was afterwards moved in the Court of 
Kiii,e;*s Iknch, who a'^roed in opinion with th-a 
i.ord Chief Justice, f ide 8 Eaht^ 242, 


jt 




IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 


SITTINGS AFTER TEi^M AT GUILPHALL. 


Deer. '-6,180G. 


Fossick r. Agaji and Otlicrs. 


WIrtrr, hy mlr 
of Couii, a wit* 
Ticss about to go 
abiovifl, i< pi I- 
mittcil to be ex 
ainiiicil on Iii- 
tc-rrogaforii’s, 
lliiy may be 
j’t\eu in evi¬ 
dence, if llie 
witiu’vs has 
haikd on the 
voyage, though 
he may hav e 
been put back 
into Vert from 
bat! vt rather. 


Tins w'as an action of .dssvvtpslt to recover a 
sum of 38 /, claimed by the Plaintiff as crimpage, 
for procuring seamen to man the ship ‘‘ Goufral 
Stuorty* then proceeding on a voyage to the East 
Indies. 

A motion having been made during the Term to 
put off the trial, it was madtt a part of the Rule, 
That a Captain Ro^ersy who then commanded the 
“ General Stuarly* who was a material and ne¬ 
cessary witness for the Defendant, and likely to be 

absen 
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absent on his voyage, when the cause shoniil come on 
to lie tried, should be examined on Interron-atories. 
Captain Rogers was examined on Interrogatoiies, 
which were produced. 

It being however necessary, before they were 
read as evidence, to prove, Tha: he was within the 
meaning of the Rule, that i^, absent fioni the king¬ 
dom at the time of the 1 rial, a \vitncs‘- was called 
to prove it. Ilis testimony was, that (hiptain 
R(\S,er.s had sailed with the ship from the rivev, and 
had arrived at Portsmouth on hi> o\i‘.ey bcimd 
voyage: That he had tliere waitedt for Jv e 

from the India I louse, wliicli Di'^patclies luid Leeri 
sent to him some days belore; and the v. ion- ■ 
said. That if the wi-.id was fair, he believ.-d ■ 
ship might then iiave sailed, though site was to sail 
with convoy. 

It was objected, 'That lids did not satisfy the 
Rule, and that Captahi Roxfos should be called. 
That the rule of evidence was a strict one: that 
Depositions of witnesses co'iL! not be read in a 
Court of t.aw, where vira rote evidence was to 
be had of the fact; which was only under parti¬ 
cular circumstances, and by Rule oi Court; to 
satisfy which, it shoulil be tllstinctly proved, that 
the witness was absent from the kingdom, and in¬ 
capable of being called. 

Sir J. MansfuiLD, said. That he should admit 
the Interrogatories to be read. The Rule was not 
to be taken so strictly, as to require it to be abso¬ 
lutely necessary, that the witness should be on hia 
voyage, when the trial came on. If the ship had 
; sailed. 
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sailed, though put back, or if the witness had gone 
on board, and was ready to sail, though prevented 
by contrary winds, that would be sufficient. 

It might happen that a witness might lose his 
voyage or his convoy, w'hilc attending a trial, 
though bond fide then intending to sail. 

The case was referred. 

Serjt, and ’ Espinasse for the Plaintiff, 

Shephtrd, Sei^t. for the Defendant. 


XNt) OF MICHAELMAS TERM. 


CASEg 



C A S E S 


ARGUED AND RXTI.ED 

AT N I S I P RI U S, 

IN 

HILARY TERM, 46 GEO. ITf. 
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SITTINGS AFTER TERM 


AT 


E S T M I T; S r E I 


y 

1.9 


PlMM V, GflEVILT. 

This was an action of Replevin, for taking Plain¬ 
tiff’s goods. 

The Defendant made cognizance as Bailiff to 
Mr. Slade, who was the landlord of certain Pre¬ 
mises held by the Plaintiff of him, of the taking as a 
Distress for rent in arrear up to the 25th of March, 
1806. 

The Plaintiff pleaded, in bar of this cognizance. 
That after the rent became due, and before the 

Distress 


Fth. 10, lior. 


In llcp'ciiin, 
where a tender 
is pleaded, and 
a subsequent 
demand and re- 
fU'-al replied, 
tlic demand 
must be made 
by, and the re¬ 
fusal be to the 
Defendant, it so 
made to one 
sent or autho¬ 
rised by him, 
the evidence 
does not sup¬ 
port the Issue, 
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Distress made, he had tendered and oflered the rcrif. 
• lo Slade, 

Defendant replied a subsequ'ent d'emand, apd 
refusal l^y the Defendant, as Bailiff to Slade, upon 
'which it sue was joined. 

The evidciiice was. That CrevilJ the Defendant, 
who was a bn;kcr, had been authorised and em- 
ployed by Slade to niakc^^he Distress in question 
for rent in arrear. He had not^^me hiinsf if to Pimai 
the PlaintifFs house, but had sent his son to make 
tlie Distress in Pimm's house, and he had demanded 
Mr. Sladt's rent. Pimi)i answered he could not 
pay it, as he had already tendered it to Mr. Slade- 
The son was then proceeding to make the Distress^ 
wlien the Plaintiff asked him by what authority he 
was acting, and desired to sec it; and afterwards 
saidj if he would shew his authority, he would pay 
him the rent. It did not a])pi.ar that he pro¬ 
duced any authority, or that any money was then, 
offered. 

ft was relied upon for the Plaintiff, that this did 
not support the Replication, which was a subsequent- 
demand and refusal of the rent by the Defendant ; 
whereas, there was no demand of the rent whatever 
made by him, nor was he present, or in fact on the 
premises at all. 

Sir Gibhs contended, that the evidence did 
support the issue: T hat the issue was, whether 
the money w'as demanded and'tfqfiised, independent 
of any reference to the character of the person by 
whom it was demanded. That, in law, if the issue 
was on a tender to the Defendant, evidence of a 

tender 
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tcndci^o the son would he good ; and so t1iercl\:>re 
was a demand by him : Thar as the whole case -of 
the Plaintiff turned upon the taking of the Phiintill’s 
goods; which was done, not by the Defendant hini- 
rclf, but by his son, the Plaintiff could not adopt 
the act of the son, to change the father for one pur¬ 
pose, and not admit his plAverof acting for another: 
that he, therefore, was to i>e considered as the 
Defendant himself for tl;at purpose, and the tie- 
niand was therefore good, as inadfe by Iiiin in the 

•character in which the. Plaintiff had adopted him. 

* 

Lord F.i.LENUORouoH raid, That the evidence 
did not establish thti issue; that if the Issue had been 
tin a Tender to the Defendant, as Bailiff of Slade, it 
could not be sustained, for his was a delegated au- 
tliority and could not be dclcgaled j the sun had 
Tio authority; he had equally no power to receive 
file rf'nt, or give :i discharge for it; so circum¬ 
stanced, a Tender to him was not a legal or suff- 
dent one, and the Plaintiff was entitled to recover. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

Gitrro'iV and Lawes for the Plaintiff. 

Sir K, Gibbs and *Espi}iasse for the Defendant, 

Lazves cited Coo'-'c v. Cahra'a;}/, J 'Esp, N. P« 
G. 115 , 


Vo£.. VI. 


H 


Walter 
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Seme iey. 


Walker d, Liscarray, 


nultHias been actioH for money had and received- 

srantsd fora Pkas of Non-Assuiiipsit and Bankruptcy, 
consideratioii xhc action was brought to recover a sum of 

lor It, that IS, ^ o _ • ^ ^ 

money had and moncy, beinff the consideration paid br the PlaintiiF 

jcceivcd from n ^ ^ ' 

the time of the for 30 Annuity, granted to him by the Defendant, 

grant, if the an-. . ^ r v ^ • *11 

nuity is at any m the month of January, 1801. This Annuity had 

subsequent time . i , , - n »• -i i rr. 

set aside, and been Set aside by the Court in Michaelnias 1 erm, 

^vliorc t^l6 ' 

grantor became 180.5, on account of a defect In the memorial j prior 
theglam,"but to the Annuity being so set aside, the Defendant 
its*’bnn'^*^se.t'* had bccamc a Bankrupt, and had then obtained his 
hy' iiis ccrt'jS^^ Certificate. The present action was brought to rc- 
cover back the consideration by an action for money 
had and received, on the authority of the case of 
Shove V. Wchby 1 T. Rep. 732. 

The Defence was. That the Defendant was pro¬ 
tected by his Certificate; that the action being ffu* 

• money had and received, the cause of action arose 

from the time of the payment of the money as the 
consideration for the Annuity, which money was 
paid in the year 1801; that though the Annuity 
was not set aside until Michaelmas Term, 1805, 
yet having been then set aside, it had relation back 
to the time of granting it, and was of course a Debt 
prior to the Defendant's commission, and therefore 
barred by his Certificate. 

The case of Hicks v.]HickSy 3 lElast, l6, was cited.* 
ft was contended for the Plaintifl', That until the An¬ 
nuity 
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liulty was actually set aside, there was no debt due to 
the Plaintiff, which could be proved under the Com¬ 
mission, except the arrear then due of the Annuity. 
That at the time of the issuing of the Commission 
there was no debt due tooths Plaintiff for the consi¬ 
deration, the Annuity not being then set aside ; and 
that if there was no debt whieh was provable under 
th’^ Commission when it issued, the Certificate was 
no bar. 

Lord Ellenborough said. The Annuity having 
been set aside, must be considered as if it had never 
existed; of course the relation took place to the 
time when the money was paid, which having been 
paid for an Annuity afterwards set aside, there was no 
consideration for the money paid, and the Plaintiff's 
title to the money was from that time: the Plaintilf's 
right to die money having therefore preceded the 
Bankruptcy, the Certificate was a bar. 

Verdict for the Defendant. 

Parle and Lawes for the Plaintiff. 

Oarrow and Sir V, Gihhs for tlte Defendant* 


H s 


BlTTIKOa 



300 


March 2. 


In casa a?ain^t 
tilt Sin nil for 
t'lkiTi}'; iiisnfii- 

ciciit iili-rt/ts in 
Koplevirii lu 
I>ro if of tlie 
insiifficicnry of 
thf cir< Jrn- 
stHnwsol li'ctn; 
it is evidence 
that they were 
in debt, had 
bet n applred to 
for payment, 
and promised 
payment but 
did not pay. 
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SITTINGS AFTER TERM 

AT GUILDHALL. 


GwYJLLIM U. ScnOLliY & All. 

This was an action against the Sheriff of ivliddle* 
sex, for taking insufficient pledges in Replevin, one 
of these was of the name of John Jahuson. 

To establish tlie fact of .lohnson^s insiifficirnry, 
the Plaintiff's Counsel was proceeding to inquir:. 
into his circumstances, and among other matter.; 
proposed to prove, applications made to him for 
money by different Creditors at different 
which he was unable to pay: which ho had made 
repeated promises to pay, but which promises lie 
had as repeatedly broke. 

This w as objected to by Garrois, of Counsel for 
the Defendant, That the action was against the 
Sheriffs, and what Juhnsofi had said was not evi¬ 
dence ; the declarations of third persons never being 
admitted as evidence ag^nst a Party in the Cause. 

Lord ELJ.iNBOROUGH ruled. That It was adiui.ssi- 
hle evidence; that It was material to ascertain Jo//«- 
jvon’s circumstances: the fact in Issue, being as to his 
fitness or unfitness to have been received as Bail 
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by the SherilF, and that that was to be collected, 
as well from his own declarations as from fads 
otherwise capable of proof. He therefore ..dmittod 
the evidence. 

Sir F”. abbs and for the FlaiiitllF. 

CarrjJiv for the Defendant. 


Johnson v , Lewellin* 


TThis action was brought by the Plaintiff, who was 
a seaman, against the Defendant, who was the 
Master of the vessel in which the Defendant sailed 
as a mariner; for wrongfully putting him on shore 
on the Spanish Main, by which he lost the advan¬ 
tage and profits to be derived from Iiis services on 
board the ship for the voyage for which he had 


Though ai »‘i- 
stiuinciu 
OIU of tl'C 
hcssion of the 
a^iverse oariy sn 
couscij'Jciici; <'l 
a notice to pm- 
docc It, (t It 
has been exceo- 
lou 111 tlie 
.scnci- of a Mib- 
scnbini: Wit- 


engaged. 

I'o prove the fact of his having been hired as a 
sailor for the voyage : his wages and situation on 
board : and that the Defendant was master ; notice 
had been given to produce the ship’s articles executed 
by the Captain and the crew. 

They were produced, but Sir Vicary Gibbs ob¬ 
jected to their being read, unless the subscribing Wit-, 
ness was called to prove the execution of it, stating, 
at; the same time^ that there were other facts, inde« 

H 3 pendent 


bo called lo 
prove the exc- 
culion of it. 
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pendent of the proof of the execution of the instru¬ 
ment, to which he meant to examine the Witness. 

Gnrrow^ for the Plaintiff, contended, that as 
the instrument came out of the Defendant’s custody, 
where the opposite party could not know who the 
subscribing Witness was ; that that superseded the 
necessity of his provirig the execution by the suh- 
scribing Witness, and cited the King v. Middlezoy^ 
2 T. Rep. 4’, as expressly deciding the point. 

He further relied, that the Statute 2 Geo, IL 
ch. 26. made the Articles of themselves evidence, 
80 that it became unnecessary to give any evidence 
of the execution of them whatever. 

Lord Ellen no ROUGH sa^d. The Rule of Law 
was clear, that Instruments witnessed must be 
proved by those whose names were subscribed as 
witnesses to the execution; That it appeared to him, 
that the Law of the King v. Middlezoyy though 
it went the length cited by the PlaintifPs Counsel, 
appeared to have been decided without due con¬ 
sideration, and that he should hold himself not to 
be bound by it, but expect to have the subscribing 
Witness called. 

That as to the Statute 2 of Geo, II. ch, 26^ 
That applied to actions by sailors for wages only, 

A Juror was afterwards withdrawn by consent. 

Garrow and-fur the Plaintiff. 

Sir V, Gibbs for the Defendant. 


CASES 



CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 

•AT NISI PRIUS, 

QN THE 

HOME CIRCUIT, 


MAIDSTONE LENT ASSIZES, 180C, 

Corani LORD CHIEF BARON MACDONALD. 


CoDii, Clerk, V, SiiLBW 


Starih^li, 1807. 


This was an action on the case.. 

The Declaration stated, That the Plaintiff was. 
Rector of Ighiain, in Kent; and as such, entitled to 
the Tithes of that Padsh; That the Defendant w^as. 
the owner and occupier of Lands within the Parish, 
to the Tithes gf which the PlaintilF was entitled: 

H 4 That 


Where there is 
private road 
through a farm, 
(he Paison may 
use It for Carr}* 
iiig .'.way his 
Tithe, though 
there is another 
public road 
equally conve¬ 
nient. 
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That the Plaintiff as such Rector had and used, 
and ought to have and use, a certain way leading 
from the King’s Highway througli a certain gate 
imto a certain Close called the Sex'en Acre Close^ 
belonging to the Defendant, to gather and collect 
his Tillies, and to go, return, pass and repass, for 
tlic purpose of collecting, gathering and carrying 
away his Tithes growing on the said faint and 
lands: He then assigned a breach that certain 
Tithes on the said land being severed and set out, 
that he had entered for the purpose of carrying away 
the Tithes so severed and set out, and that the De^ 
fendant obstructed the said way. 

I'lea of Not Guilty. 

It appeared in evidence, that the Defendant gave 
notice lo the Plaintiff, the Parson, of setting out his 
Tithe of wheat, in the Seven Acre field; and the 
Plaintiff sent his w'aggon to take it away by a pri¬ 
vate road which belonged to the Defendant, and 
which passed through the farm, and led to the field 
in which the I'ithc was set out; but no person had a 
right to use that road, or pass over it without the 
Defendant’s leave and permission, but it was used 
by his carts and waggons in’the cultivation of his 
! as a road through the farm for all agricul¬ 
tural puposes : T here was another road to get into 
this field, which was a public one, but it was more 
circuitous. 

The Plaintiff’s servant in his w'ay to the field,^ 
where the Tithe was set out, was proceeding along 
this private way, when he found a gate locked, 
tp prevent his proceeding by that way to the field 

IQ 
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m question, which he broke open and took the 
Tithes. On his return another gate was locked, 
and he was thereby prevented from passing with 
the 'I’ithes along the private road to the Parsonage, 
and carrying them away by that way; which was 
the obstruction complained of. 

Lord Chief Baron Macdonald told the Jury, 
That \J5rhcn there was a private road through a farm 
used by the owner of the land for agricultural and 
other purposes, the Parson had a right to use it for 
the purpose of carrying away his Tithes, 

I’hat it made no clifterence in the law, that the 
public road w'^as but a litile more circuitous than 
the private one, nor that Uic owner of the land 
carried his nine parts by another way ; for this must 
happen in all instances, where the phice to which 
rile Clergyman intended to carry the Tithe lay in a 
diflorent direction from the Fanner's barn. 

Tie admitted that the owner of the road might 
shut it up, by planting trees, or any other such 
means, but he took the law to be clear, that as long 
as it continued to be a road used by tlie occupant 
of the farm, so long the Clergyman had a right to 
use it for that special purpose. 

The Jury (a special one) found a verdict for the 
Plaintiff, but gave only a farthing damages, although 
the Tithe was proved to be w^orth 14/. and to have 
been totally spoiled. 

Best^ Serjt. and Eosanquet for the Plaintiff 
Carrow and Bailey^ Serjt. for the Defendant, 
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Doe ex dan, Olpebshaw <5* AU^ 
V, J3reac«. 


This was an action of Ejectment, brought to recover 

liolds under an ^ j » o 

agreement for a Dosscssion of Certain Lands in the Parishes of 

lease, whiclx 

specifies the Chelsjieldy Orpington^ and St, Mary Cray, in 

covenants to be ■* ^ j 

inserted in the Kcilt, * 


lease, with a 
light of entry, 
for a breach of 
them, an 
ejectment may 
be sustained on 
any breach, 
though MO lease 
has ever been 
executed. 


The Plaintiffs were Trustees under the will of 
Sir Richard Glode^ and had deinised the Premises 
in question to the Defendant. 

There had been no Lease executed, but an Agree-t 
ment had been entered into betv^een the parties for 


a Lease, 


The Agreement specified what Covenants were 
to be inserted in the Lease; such as to pay rent 
not to underlet j not to take three successive crops; 
not to cut trees, &c. he, with a right of re-entry 
for breach of any of them. 

The Ejectment was brought on this last clause of 
re-entry, for breach of several of the proposed Co¬ 
venants, which the Plaintiff was preparing to prove> 
when— 


Besty Serjt. objected to the Plaintiffs* right to 
recover, on the ground. That there could be only a 
forfeiture of a legal Estate, by reason of a breach of 
Covenant; and that it was therefore necessary to 
shew, that the Defendant was so possessed: that such 
an Estate only, could be subject to such covenants 
and conditions, and those be created by some legal 

instrument 
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i^strumeni conveying such Estate ; whereas the Do* 
fendant’s Estate here was an equitable one only, con¬ 
ferred by the Agreement, ng Lease having ever been 
ejcccutcd, and the Defendant never having bound hini- 
sejf by Deed to the performance of any Covenants, 

It was answered by the Plaintiffs* Counsel That 
it had been decided in tht case of Doc ex denu 
Bloomfield v. S^nilh, 6 East^ 330, That where a 
Tenant held under an Agreement for a Lease, that 
he should be deemed to hold s*ubject to all the 
terms and conditions, which it was intended should 
form part of the Lease ; That if a Lease had here 
been executed pursuant to the terms of the Agree¬ 
ment, there could be no doubt of theLessois of 
the Plaintiffs* right to recover, there having been 
breaches of Covenant here clearly committed by 
the Defendant. 

The Defendant's Counsel^ in reply, observed. 
That th.e Agreement in Doc v. Smith applied to 
the duration of the term only, and not to any col- 
lateral Covenants, 

Lord Chief Baron Macdonald observed, That 
had it not been for the authority cited of Doe on 
the demise of Broomfield against Smith, he should 
have thought the objection a good one, the action of 
Ejectment being to recover a legal Estate; butthatac- 
cording to the abstractof the case asnowshewntohim, 
he must consider it as decided upon the broad princi¬ 
ple, that a Tenant in possession, by virtueof an Agree¬ 
ment for a Lease, must be considered as holding 
from year to year under the conditions, and upon 
the terms contained in the Agreement, and sub¬ 
ject 
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ject to all the legal consequences of holding 
under such terms. Though the case of Doc v. 
Smith applied to the determination of the term 
only, that was the important part in every demise 
for a term of years, and if that was held to be go^, 
\'erned by the terms of the Agreement, the Agree¬ 
ment must be equally operative as to all the qtlier 
circumstances of the demise. 

Considering himself, therefore, as bound by the 
authority of the law, that the several stipulations 
contained in the Agreement, respecting the holding, 
when reduced into a Lease, were the terms upon 
which the Tenant held the Land. He would not 
nonsuit the PiaintilF j but he would, however, give 
the Defendant leave to move on it if he thought fit. 

The Plaintifi* was afterwards nonsuited on the 
merits, so that the point was never moved. 

GarroWi Bailyj Serjt. and -- for the 

Plaintiff. 

. Best, Serjt, and Marryat for the Defendant^ 
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A T C U I L D JI A L L. 


- V , Westmokk. 

* 

This was an action on a Policy of Insurance, on a Poi.cy 
the ship Hero, during one month’s remaining in givniitmie, 

T n 1 I I while securely 

Portsmouth Harbour, securely moored. moored in a cer- 

At the time the Policy v/as effected the ship ”,'“,8 warranted 
was moored at Portsmouth, at a place called Deep- m(Sr?n|'mthin 
7vaier. She was afterwards removed to 
head, where her bottom was cleaned and repaired, 
and afterwards she was put into dock at Mark* *^ “ 

Wharf, 
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Wharf, and safely moored: while she was there 
an accidental fire broke out, and she was burned. ^ 
Upon this Joss the action was commenced. 

The Attorney “General objected. That the Plain¬ 
tiff could not recover, this not being a loss within 
the terms of the Policy, which wa6 on the ship 
while she remained moored in Portsmouth Har¬ 
bour ; whereas by shifting her position so often 
the risk was increased ; nor was it to be supposed 
that all places were of equal security; and the 
Underwriter niiglit have contemplated on the 
place where she lay when the Policy was effected, 
as a place of greater security than any other. 

Lord Eli.enborough said, That he was of 
opinion, the loss was within the terms of the 
Policy. It appeared to him, that the risk in¬ 
sured against did not require the continuity of 

the state in which the ship was when the Policy 

_ ! 

was effected, and that the terms of the Policy war¬ 
ranted a removal from place to place within the 
Harbour of Portsmouth ; and that such a change 
of place must have been in the contemplation of 
the parties. The loss did not arise from any fault 
in the mooring of the vessel, but from another inde¬ 
pendent cause. And she had, during the whole 
time, remained in Portsmouth Harbour, 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

Park and PVilliams for the Plaintiff. 

The Attorfiey*General for the Defendants 
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SITTINGS AFTER TERM 

AT WESTMINSTER. 




Bullkn v . Anslf.y and Smith, Sheriffs 
» of London. 


This was an action against the Defendants, for xhesiienffii 
money had and received, paid, laid out, and ex~ poundage on an 

j j » Execution le- 

pendeQ, &c. vied, though 

m r -k ^ ’a i^hat Execution 

jPlcSl of «A OTl’^^aSSUfTlpSZtm aftervrarris set 

The action was brought to recover the sum 
78 h under the following circumstances 


r 


One 
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One Emmett having become indebted to thb 
Plaintiff, he had obtained a Judgment against him, 
upon which he sued out a Writ of fieri facias to 
levy the amount on the goods and chattels of 
Emmett, 

The Execution was executed, and the sum 
levied, the poundage upon which amounted,to 78 /. 
Avhich was the sum in dispute. 

The Execution had been, in fact, irregular, and 
a rule having been obtained to set it aside, and that 
the money levied should be restored to Emmett ; 
that rule was made absolute, and the money levied 
ordered to be restored to Emmett, 

The Sheriffs had, however, retained the 78/. the 
poundage on the sum levied; and the Plaintiff, 
Jiaving paid to Emmett the whole amount of the sum 
levied on his goods, now brought the action to re¬ 
cover from the Sheriffs the 78/. so retained by them. 

Upon opening the case. Lord Ellenborough 
declared his opinionj That the Plaintiff had no title 
to recover; That the Sheriffs, having regularly 
levied under the authority of the Writ of Execution, 
had nothing to do with the regularity or irregularity 
of the proceding under wliich that Writ had issued; 
that was the act of the party himself, by whoii]i 
it was sued out: the authority of the Writ th(S 
Sheriffs could not question, but was bound to obey. 
He had, therefore, paid proper obedience to the 
Writ, and the Statute having given to him certain 
fees for his trouble as poundage, he was legally 
entitled to those fees on account of his levy. 


The 
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*rhe PiaintifF submitted be nonsuited. 


IVJ 


Trapping and Lamhe for the PiaintifF. 

The Attornexj’Gtneral for the Defendants 


T 




IN THE COMMON .PLEAS. 


SITTINGS AFTER TERM 

A T G O I L 1) II A L L. 


Fountain, Administrator, v: Young. 


Assumpsit for Meat sold by the Plaintiff’s Intes¬ 
tate to the Defendant. 

Plea of Non-Assumpsit. 

The PlainrifTs Counsel called a witness to prove 
an admission of the debt by the Defendant, in a 
conversation which he had had with him respect¬ 
ing it. 

The witness, at the time of the conversation 
stated, said. That he had been sent for by the De- 

VOL. VI. I fendant. 


A person 
whom a part/, 
!iuppt>sing him 
to be an attor* 
ney, makes 
confidential 
communica¬ 
tions respecting 
his cause, is 
bound to give 
evidence of 
them, if called 
as a witness, 
attornies only 
being so privi¬ 
leged as to not 
being bound to 
disclose the se^ 
crets of ^ett 
clienn. . 
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fendant, to consult with him as to his defence, the 
Defendant supposing him to be an attorney. He 
was, in fact, at that time, clerk of the papers in New¬ 
gate, but had been formerly clerk to an attorney. 

He admitted that he had been so sent for by the 
Defendant, under the impression that he was an 
attorney, and the communication was so confiden¬ 
tially made. • 

Onslow^ Serjt. for the Defendant, objected to 
his examination ; That if he had been an attorney 
there could be no doubt he could not be examined 
as to the facts so communicated to him j and he 
contended that a similar privilege was extended to 
all confidential communications made to any person 
professing to act as an attorney, to whom the party 
had disclosed his affairs under a bona Jide impres¬ 
sion of the person’s professional character. 

It was answered by Shepherd, Serjt. That 
there was no such privilege, except in the case of 
attornies. It was the business of the party to con¬ 
fine his communications to his regular attorney 
only, who was not bound to disclose what his client 
had informed him of, respecting his case, but other 
persons were bound by their oath to speak to all 
matters within their knowledge. 

Sir James Mansfield, Chief Justice, said. 
The rule of law-, which protected clients from 
having their confidential communications respecting 
their cases given in evidence, was confined to the 
cases of the party's attorney only, and there was no 
such privilege extending to other persons circum¬ 
stanced 
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stanced as the witness was. He should, therefore, 
be examined in chief. 

He was so, and the Plaintiff had a Verdict. 

Shepherd) Serjt. and Puller for the Plaintiff. • 
OnsloW) Serjt. for the Defendant. 


END OF TRINITY TERM. 


12 


CASES 



CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 
«» 

AT NISI PRIUS 


IN 


MICHAELMAS TERM, 48 GEO. IIL 


1808 . Amey Long. 

« 

A person in pos- ThIS WES EH ECtion Oil the CESC. 

papir!‘4n The DeclarEtion stated, That the PlaintifF had 

^ of fieri facias, indorsed to levy on 
toprodufeit”** goods of one Samuel Glover, directed to the 
papefbebn^ ^^oriff of SuTTy, and upon which he had returned 
to him or not. hona : That an action was brought against 

the Sheriff for a false return thereon: That it 
became necessary to produce the Warrant to levy 
• under such fieri facias : That the Defendant, who 

was an Officer of the Sheriff of Surry, had been 

subpoenaed 
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subpoenaed as a witness on such trial, with notice 
to produce the Warrant whereon such levy was 
to be made: That he did not produce such War¬ 
rant, by reason whereof the Plaintiff was nonsuited, 
and forced to pay costs, &c. 

The Plaintiff produced office copies of the Judg¬ 
ments in the original action ,of jimey v. Glover^ 
and that of Amey v. Sjaitliy Sheriff of Surry. 
In the former the Judgment w^ stated to be against 
Samuel Glover, jun. . 

This was objected to as a variance. 

Lord Ellenborough said, That as there was 
but one action, there was no ambiguity; if there 
had been another cause of the same name it might 
be fatal. 

The subpoena had been directed to Long and 
Grace, and they were called upon by it to pro¬ 
duce their, or either of their Warrants, and all 
papers, &c. 

The Warrant had been directed by the Sheriff to 
Grace only; Grace had no house, but Long had 
a Lock-up-house, and it was used by Grace, who 
brought to it such persons as he arrested. A person 
who had been arrested by Grace, and locked up at 
Long*s house, saw on a file there, the Warrant in 
question. 

A witness also sv/ore. That he had a conversa¬ 
tion with the Defendant, and asked him, Why he 
did not produce the Warrant ? that he did not deny 
having it, but said he would nonsuit the Plaintiff in 
this action as he had done in the other. 

I 3 


The 
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The Atiorney’Genercil, for the Defendant, con¬ 
tended, That the action could not be supported 
against Long, who was not the Officer entrusted 
with the execution of the Warrant: he had no title 
to the possession of it; it belonged to Grace, to 
whom it had been directed. The action had been 
against the Sheriff for & false return; and it was ne¬ 
cessary to connect him with his Officer j that was 
done by the intervention of the Warrant; Long had 
no legal posscs&ion of it, as it was not addressed to 
him ; and as to its being seen on the file, that gave 
no right to take it off and produce it, it was Grace*s, 
not his Warrant. 

Lord EllenboROUGH. The person who filled 
up this subpoena filled it up against both Grace 
and the Defendant Long, supposing that the War¬ 
rant might be in Long's possession, though legally 
belonging to Grace, If the Defendant had the 
Warrant he was bound to produce it. He was 
bound to obey the subpoena, however he might 
have come by the possession of the paper; there is 
evidence to shew that at one time he had it in his 
possession. The question is, whether* he had the 
Warrant in his custody, and then could have pro¬ 
duced it; that was for the Jury to say. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

Park, Marryat and Pell for the Plaintiff. 

Attorney-General and Garrow for the De- 
• fendant. 


iw 
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IN THE COMMON PLEAS. 

* 


SITTINGS AFTER HILARY TERM 


AT WESTMINSTER. 


HoneY wooD v. Si r W. Geary. Feh. isos. 

This action was brought to recover from the De- a Member of 

r* 1*111 omnHftee* 

fendant a sum or money claimed to be due under who cm.!nets 

.1 r 11 • • . an li ection for 

the lollowing circumstances. a Candidate tor 

In 1802 Sir Edward Knatchhull, Sir W. Gear//, mauV's s»Kh^' 
and Mr. Honn/wood were candidates for the County Snd"h?s 
of Kent; on the 15th of July Mr. Uone/jwood had winch he 

a considerable majority, so much so that his election 
was deemed to be sure; Sir W. Geary was lowest 
on the poll. 

A proposition was made by a friend of Mr. Ihu 
neywood, (Mr. Leigh), to Mr, Larkins, who was 
at the head of Sir TF. Geary's Committee, that Sir 
JV. Geary should have the benefit of Mr. Honeys 
wood's second votes, if he would contribute to the 
cxpence. It was then stated, that the proposition 
had been agreed to; that he had had such second 
votes, and by the effect of them finally succeeded; 
and the action was for the share of the expenses. 

Mr. Leigh was called, and was about to state 
what passed between him and Mr. Larkins, re- 

14 specting 
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specting the agreement for a junction of interest, 
and Mr. Larkiris^s undertaking, on the part of Sir 
William Geary, to contribute to the expences. 

JBest, Serjt. objected. That such conversation 
should not be given in evidence; no direct com¬ 
munication with Sir William Geary himself was 
proved : he might have delegated a power to his 
Committee to enter into such an agreement, but 
the Committee constituted one body, and any 
orders to bind him should be the act of the majority 
of the Committee; this was the act of Mr. Larkins 
only, and could not be obligatory either on the 
Committee at large, or on Sir William Geary, 

Ski’phet'd, Serjt. contended. That each Member 
of the Committee had authority; they were dele¬ 
gated by Sir JV, Geary to act for him. He cited, 
from Clifford's Reports of the Southwark Election, 
a case before Lord Kenyon of the Tt-wkeshury 
Election, in which evidence of the acts of Mr. Smithy 
an agent, was admitted by Lord Kenyon to bind the 
Candidate. Here Mr. Larkins was the agent of 
Sir William Geary confessedly: he was the Chair¬ 
man of the Committee; he gave ordertf for every 
part of the conduct of the Election, which he should 
prove. 

Evidence to that effect was given. 

Mansfield, Ch. J. after observing. That it had 
been proved that the Committee had full authority 
to act for Sir W, Geary ; that they had ordered 
chaises, and gave general orders respecting the 
Election, which Sir W, Geary adopted and had 
the benefit of;—he .should, therefore, hold Sir 

W, Geary 
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IV, Geanj bound by an Agreement so made by 
,Mr. Larkins, acting in that capacity. He there¬ 
fore admitted Mr. Leigh to be examined. 

Verdict for the Plaintiff. 

Shepherd, Rimnington, Serjts. and C. Running- 
ton for Plaintiff. 

» 

Best and Vaughan, Serjts. for the Defendant. 


.SmiNGS AFTER TRINITY TERM, 1808. 

AT GUILDHALL. 


Young & Barney t;. Smith & Phillips, 

Sheriffs of London. 

Xhis was an action of Trespass on the case, against An adir/ksioa 
the Deferidants, as Sheriffs, for a false return. dpbt^^mad^br 
The Declaration stated the issuing of a 
facias against one John Tenant, at the suit of 
the Plaintiffs, under which the Defendants had 
entered : That Tuiant had goods, which the De- ‘j ^aXuptey* 
fendants had taken in execution, and yet had falsely 
returned nulla bona. 

The goods had been taken in execution by the 
Sheriffs on the 20th of November, 1807. 


On 
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Gn the 20th of November a Commission of 
Bankruptcy had issued against Tenant, and the 
defence relied upon was, that the Bankruptcy over¬ 
reached the time of the levy. 

The Act of Bankruptcy was proved to have taken 
place on the 4th of November. 

The principal point in dispute was, whether a 
good petitioning Creditor's debt existed at that, time, 
sufficient to support the Commission. 

The debt was a sum of 208 /. claimed to be due 
to Stein, Sniiih and Co. who were Distillers, for 
Gin sold to Tenant, who was a Liquor*dealer, and 
which was proved to have been delivered to Tenant 
in the September preceding. 

No evidence was given as to the Gin having been 
sold on credit, and the petitioning Creditor’s debt, 
therefore, stood as a debt for goods sold and de¬ 
livered, due upon the delivery of the goods. 

To answer this, and to shew that at the time of the 
Act of Bankruptcy committed, the debt claimed by 
Stein and Co. was not a good petitioning Creditor's 
debt to support the Commission, it was relied on for 
the Plaintiff, that the goods had been sold pn credit, 
and that the credit had not then expired. To es¬ 
tablish that fact— 

The Plaintiff’s Counsel called a witness to prove 
a conversation between himself and Smith, one of 
the petitioning Creditors, 'n which Smith, in an 
answer to a question put by the witness, as to the 
Gin having been sold at three months-credit, admit¬ 
ted the fact, that it was sold at three months credit. 

The 
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The three months had not expired on the 4th of 
November. 

It was objected, that what was said by Snii. h was 
not ai'missible; he was petitioning Creditor, but he 
was not a party in this suit, and that what was said by 
one who was not on the record, was not evidence. 

Sir J. Mansfield, Chief Justice, said, He had no 
doubt that the admission of the petitioning Credi¬ 
tor, as to any fact respecting his debt, was good 
evidence. . 

He admitted the evidence, and the Plaintiff had a 
Verdict. 

Shepherd and Vaughan, Serjts. and ’Espinasse 
for the Plaintiffs. 

Best and Onsloiv, Serjts. and Scarlet for the 
Defendants. 


XN2>OF TRINITY TERM, 1808. 


CASES 



CASES 


I'he roTiV’Ction 
a perwTi be¬ 
fore a J iisttct of 
thi:pe..cc,o»t't'- 
•>tructiii5 Offi¬ 
cers, m which 
the evidence 
given is set out, 
cannot be given 
in evidence to 
contradict what 
is sworn by a 
witiiessja^ the 
trial as to what 
he swore btdorc 
the Justices. 


ARGUED AND RULED 

AT NISI PR I US, 


ON THE 


iiOME CIRCUIT. 


MAIDSTONE SUMMER ASSIZES, 1808. 


Coram LORD ELLENBOROUGIT, CH. JUSTICE. 


'i’ljc King r. Howe. ' 

1 ms was an jiiformatioii against the Defendant for 
obstructing a SheriiF^s Oliicer in the execution of 
his duty. 

Plea of Not Guilty. 

Evidence was given by the Officer of the ob¬ 
struction, and he swore to the person of the De¬ 
fendant as being the person who was guilty of it. 

The 
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The defence was an alibi. 

A witness was called for the Defendant to sup¬ 
port it. 

Howe, the Defendant, had been con vie ed of the 
obstruction before two Magistrates in the penalty 
of 100/. and the same witness, who was now pro¬ 
duced for the Defendant, had been examined be- 
fore /he Justices, 

The record of the conviction was produced in 
Court, 

On his cross-examination, he was asked as to 
what he had sworn before the Justices J This was 
done with a view, and for the purpose of contra¬ 
dicting him, by the production of the Record of the 
conviction, as it set out the evidence as given before 
the Justices on the conviction of Howe. 

It was proposed by the Counsel for the Prosecu¬ 
tion to give the Record of the Conviction in evidence 
to contradict what he then had sworn. 

Lord Ellenborough said. He would admit the 
Record of the conviction to be given in evidence, to 
prove that such a proceeding had taken place, but 
not to c^jntradict the testimony given by the witness. 
Persons who were before the Magistrates should be 
called to .prove on oath what there took place. 
The conviction itself, for the purpose proposed, 
was therefore inadmissible, and he rejected it *• 

Shepherd 

* Sittings after Michaelmas Term, lYSO, at Guildhall. 

Rex V . Akers. 

Informstion a^inst the Defendant for obstructing a Custom-house 
Officer in the execution of his duty. 

Per Loii Kenyon. The Defendant’s Counsel have no rigtit, nor shah 

they 
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Shepherd, Bolland and C. Runnington for the 
Prosecution. 

The Common-Serjeant and Gurney for the 
Defendant. 


they he permitted to enquire the name of the person who gave the infuc- 
matinn of the smuggled goods. ^ 

A question having arisen as to the Defendant’s right to gt> into the 
question of, Whether the goods were smuggled or not ? 

Per Lord Kenyon. Where the Officers have an information •'f smug¬ 
ged goods, which aflbrjls a piobable ground to warrant the search, per¬ 
sons obstructing them in their search, or in the discharge of their duty, 
are liable to an information for the obstru-tion, whether smuggled good;, 
ere found or not. But the Officers search at their peril. 


Pearson v, HutciiisoRt. 

In an action on Xiiis w^s ail actioii OH a Bill of Exchauffc by the 

a Promissory ° ' 

Note, the holder Indorsee against the Acceptor. 

is not bound o i ^ ^ 

to take an in- 'J'he Bill was Stated to be lost, and the Plaintiff 

demnit* if the , T-xr • l'li 

Note has been had offered the Deiendant an Indemnity, which the 
latter had refused. 

This was offered at the trial as a reason for its 
noi^production^ but no proof of the actual loss was 
offered. 

Lord EllenborougHj C. J. was of opinion. 
That the Plaintiff could not recover. His Lordship 
said. If the Bill proved to hate been destroyed, 
he would admit parol evidence of it. It had been 
laid down by Mr. Justice Buller, in a criminal case, 

an 
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an indictment for forgery, in which case the pri¬ 
soner was proved to have swallowed the note on 
which the forgery was imputed, that parol proof 
of it was admissible evidence. 

Here the instrument being negotiable it might 
have passed into other hands, and the Defendant 
would remain liable, and plight be called upon to 
pay ii over again. 

But it was said that an Indemnity was offered, 
and this brought it to the question of Indemnity, 
whether the Defendant was bound to accept it; as 
to that he was of opinion. That no one was bound 
to accept of it, as he would remain liable to an ac¬ 
tion on the Bill, to which he would have no defence, 
and then be forced to have pecourse to his Indem¬ 
nity. 

Bolland cited an authority from Mariuf^y That 
the Acceptor ought to pay whore the Bill was lost. 
But the Chief Justice thought it could not be relied 
on, and that such a construction would be produc¬ 
tive of much inconvenience, if lal^en in so general a 
way. 

Plaintiff nonsuited. ' 

Attorney-General and Holland for the Plaintid'. 
for the Defendant. 


CASEr 



CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 

AT NISI PR I US; 


MICHAELMAS TERM, 50 GEORGE III, 


AT WESTMINSTER. 


JVo«.a9. GoODTITLE ej' J.PlNSENTt^. LaMMIMAN. 

I' 

Ejectment to recover the possession of a Baker^s 
Shop and Cellar, demised by the Lessor of the 
Plaintiff to the Defendant. 

The premises were desc-ibed in the Declaration 
as “ situate, lying, and being in the united Parishes 
of St, George the Martyr^ and St, George 
. , Bloomsbury*’ 


A Witness 
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A Witness being asked where the premises were 
situate ? said they were in the Parish of St, George, 
Bl)amshnry. 

This being objected as a ground of nonsuit,—It 
was answered that the Parishes were united by Act 
of r_ii liauient, and that the premises were therefore 
rigiitly described,in the Declaration. 

It y^as answered. That this was for the purpose 
only of jointly supporting the poor, and for no oilier 
purpose , 

Lord ELnENBOROUGfi said. It was certainly so ; 
That for all other purposes they were distinct Pa¬ 
rishes ; and nonsuited the PlaintilF. 

Wiglcy for the Plaintiff, 

Garroxc and ^Esjyiuasse for the Defendant, 


SriTK V . Mr.YmcK. 

fins was an action brought by the Plaintiff, a a promiseb* 

. , r t.* the mailer ufa 

private sailor, to recover the amount or his wages, vessel of an ad* 
on a voyage from London to the Baltick and back, w"sai^rTfor* 

The sura claimed was partly for monthly wages, ‘Ib^^voyag** 
according to articles which he had signed, and a ** 
further sum claimed under these circumstances. 

Two sailors, part of the crew, had deserted the 
ship, and the master (the Defendant), not being 
able to supply their places at Ci'onstndt, promised 
to divide among the crew, in addition to their 
wages, the wages due to the two men who had 
des'Ttcd. 

VoL. VI. 


K 


Upon 
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tlpon this btin/>^ claimed, it was objected. That 
any engagement by the master lor a larger sum 
than was stipulated for by the articles was void, and 
the ca«e of v. iVatsov. /Vz-r/ri'N. P. Cases, 

p. 72, cited. 

It was answered, That this case was very - 
rent from the case cited: Thar ihi<: enoafrem. nt 

O < J 

was math.' be! ..j-e the sliin sailed i-n her • uvaoc 
home; it was made under no crjercioii, the 

apprchersioii of daii;;er, nor cxtoited from the 
Captain; but a voluntary olfer on Ijis part for extra¬ 
ordinary .service. 

Lord Ei.LENflOROucH ruled That the PlaintilF 
could not r.-cover this part of l.is dem •.lul. llis 
Lordsl.'ip said That he recogin'^.d the principle 
of the case of Hurrifi v, il' its<!U as founded on 
just and proper policy. When the D- er. mt 
ciirered on board the ship, iic stipuiated to do all 
tl'.e work his situation caiK d iiprni him to do. 
Here the voyage was to tlie Hu kick and back, not 
to ('ror.sUidi only; if the voyage had rhea termi¬ 
nated, the sailors might have made what terms 
they pleased. If any part of the crcvv< had died, 
would not the remainder have been forced to 
work the ship home ? If ihat accident W'ould have 
left them liable U) do the whole work without any 
extraordinary remuneration, why should not deser¬ 
tion or casualty equally demand it ? 

Verdict for the monthly wages only. 

Altornetj-General and *Esinnasse for PlaIntifF. 
Carroxc for the Pefendant. 

1 . CASUS 
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ARGUED AND RULED 

AT N ISI .PRI US, 

'* 

IN 

IlITJ^iRY TERM, 1810 , 


fjlTTINGS AFTER TERM AT WESTMINSTER, 


PsMDE a, t. V. StU>3BS. 

a 

1) tBT to recover the Penalty given by Statute 5 
J'lliz. for ioilowiiig a trade, not having* seived an 
ap[>ier.rictt‘!:ip. 

The tial^e was that of a Coach maker. 

Jt was objected, T’iiat this Statute erdy operated 
on such trades as were in use at the Uioe of the 
iStalutc being passed. 

l.ord Ei,li;kborou<?h assented, and noiis”ited 
the Plaintif}', wying, That the trade of a Coachmakcr 
was not one in use at the time of Queen Eliz. 

Garrow and Lawes for the Plaintiff. 

Jl^ark and i'clxv^n for the Defendant. 
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CASES 


ARGUED AND RULED 

AT NISI PRIUS', 

i 

ON THE 

HOME CIRCUIT. 


MAIDSTONE LENT ASSIZES, 1810 . 


Coram LOiiD CHIEF 15ARON MACDONALD. 


Yates i\ Lance. ^ 


Where an 
action is Jc- 
tended by an 
order of Vestry, 
and the expell¬ 
ees ordereti to 
be liefr.iycd out 
ot the Poors’ 
Rates, whioh 
cannot Itgally 

be d'.'nc ; a Pa¬ 
rishioner tsho 
only meant U> 
submit*to pay 
Che tatc, and 
not otherwise to 
contribute, is a 
^ood Witness. 


Tresspass. 

Justification under a right of way claimed as a 
public Highway. The way claimed as a public one, 
was in the front of the Ship Tavern, at Greenwich, 
under a Colonadc, and leading by steps down into 
the river. 

The Plaintiff was the proprietor of the Ship 
Tavern, 

The 
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The action was defended by an order of Vestry, 
and by a resolution of the Vestry, the expenccs 
were to be defrayed out of the Poors* 

A Witness was called for the Defendant. 

JSTnrriml asked him on his voire dire. Whether 
he was not a Parishioner and paid rates j and w hc- 
ther he was not present at the Vestry when the 
expcifces of the action were ordered by a resolution 
of Vestry to be defrayed out of the Poors’ Rates ? 

Having nn^iwered in the affirmative. He objected 
to liini as interested. 

It was answered, That no such appropriation of 
tlie Poors* Rates could legally be made, and there¬ 
fore he was under no legal obligation to pay ; and 
being asked wlietlier in case he was not bound by 
lavv to pay the Rates made for the purpose of de¬ 
fending the cause, he meant to contribute out of 
his own pocket ? 

He said he did not. 

The l.ord Chief Baron held him to be admissible, 
saying, I 'here coukl be no such appropriation of the 
Poors* Rates, of course he could not be bound to 
contributt> in that shape j and he had refused to be 
bound in any other way ; he had not therel’oi e an 
interest sufficient to render him incompetent. 

Garroxv and Marryat for the Plaintiff. 

Best, Serjt. and Pooley for the Defendant. 
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KlNGS'rON LENT ASSIZES, 1810. 


SriiiiNGEii t). Martyr, Esq. 


Trpypaw a^ainsl 
a Ji’ ti, c of 

Pc .(c »or ...\iiij. 
pc "Jj 'iitJci Ins 

wai.ant, and 
tcnrlcr-' tiiiends. 
If til*' no. ICC of 
ac n II »ily 
rhiirn^i g"ods to 
the value of the 
iiim tcnd-’ifd, 
and It IS adT>it- 
tfil, f'iieiidaiit 
tnu<«t have a 
Verdict. 


Xrispass for taking PlaintifT’s goods. 

Defendant pleaded that he was a Justice of Peace, 
ihat the goods were taken under a Warrant on 
Distress for Poors’ Rates, and tendered 40s. amends 
und< I Statute Jfttius I. 

J'lie lender was admitted by the Replication. 

The Piaiiiiiflf put in the notice of action under 
the Statute of George the Second, which was in 
these w'ords: 


“ A'^ou having on or about the 10th day of No- 
“ vember, 1^*00, s'dzed and taken, and caused to 
be seized, and rakc!i certain goods and chattels; 
to-wit, ten pewter dishes, the property of R ’/Y- 
“ lid/! Styin.txii\ being of a certain large value, 
to-wit, the value of 21. and carried avifay the same 
“ from and out of a certain Messuage and Dwel- 
“ ling-house of the said IJlUiam S fringe!', situate 
and being in the Parish of the llolif Trinilij of 
“ Guildford, but without the bounds of the Cor- 
“ porate Jurisdiction of the Town of Guildford, 
“ and having afterwaids sold and disposed of the 
same; I do therefore give yon notice that an 
action will be commenced for the same. 

“ Signed by Plaintiff's Attorney.’* 

Upon 
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Upon the notice being read, Bestf Scrjf. oh- 
jectcnl, That upon this notice there must be a vei- 
dict for the Defendant: That the tender being of 
2/. and the Replication having admitted liu* value 
of the pewter dishes to he 2/. though laid under a 
viz. ihiC Piaintift could not go beyond 21. though 
the Jury could give less ; the sum tendered there¬ 
fore i^overed the Trespass, and was by the Plainlilf’s 
own shewing sulficient amends. 

Gcirraic, for the Piaintiff, coi\tended. That the 
taking of the dishes was not the only Trespass com¬ 
plained of, it was also for taking them out of his 
Dwelling house ; so that there was a Trespass as to 
the house, which would not be covered by the 2l. 
tendered, w'hich applied to the goods only. 

The Lord Chi.,f Baron, after referring to the 
notice. Was of opinion that the 'I'respass complaiii- 
etl of, applied to the goods only ; the part respect¬ 
ing the house being the placi' ordy where they .were 
taken, and not a distinct Trespass; and that the 
PlaiiitilV having admitted the tejidcr, and by the 
notice having limited the value of the goods lost to 
2l, coul^ claim no more; and that it w'as covered 
bv the tender. 

The Plaintiir w'as nonsuited. 

Gctrxoiv and Mavrrjai for the Plaintiff. 

lusi^ Serjt. for the Defendant. 


K4 


JESSEX 



CASES AT NISI PRIU5. - 


1S6 


ESSEX SUMMER ASSIZES, 1810 . 


Coram LORD ELLEN BO ROUGH, CHIEF J USTICE. 


j«ry,i8io. Rex Great CAiVFriELD. 

An indictment 'J'jjis was an indictment acainst the Parish of Great 

for nor repair- 

inga road, must Canfield, for not repairing a Road. 

describe a direct v -» r o 

fond. The indictment stated that there was, and from 

time to time, whereof the memory of man was not 
to the contrary, had been a certain public King’s 
Highway, leading from Great Dvnirww, in the 
County of Essex, to the village of Little Canfield, 
* and from thence to the village of High Roothings, 
in that County ; and for all the King’s sicbjects to 
pass and repass, &c.; and then and there averred that 
divers, to-wit, 120 perches of the said Road, leading 
from &c. to &c. was ruinous, and out of repair. 

There was a direct Road from Dunmow to IJt~ 
tie Canfield, but the Road which lead to High 
Roothings md which was the Road indicted, turned 
off from the Road leading from Dunmow to Little 
Canfield, a quarter of a mile before you came to 
Little Canfield } so that to follow the Road as laid 

in 



CASES AT NIST PRIUS. 


13 


in thfe Indictment, a person must m going to Little 
C(n.field pass by the Road Ic^dirg 13 I^onih- 

mgs, and having gone to Little CanfieLd, return a 
quarter of a mile back again to get into the Road 
from Little Canfield to High Ronihings, as laid in 
the indictment. 

It was objected by Defejidant’s Counsel, That 
this Wtts a fatal variance in the description of the 
Road indicted. That the indictment charged that 
the Road led from Great Duinnonjo to Little Can- 
field, and from thence to High Routhings by the 
Road indicted; whereas, in fact, he must turn 
back a quarter of a mile from Little Canjit Id, be¬ 
fore he could get into the Road indicted. 

Lord EllI'NBOrough said. That the description 
of the Road meant a direct communication from 
Gnat Dunmow to High Roothings, through Lillie 
Canfield j and as it appeared that a person who 
went from Dunmoxe to Little Canfield must turn 
back a quarter of a mile from Little Cat field be¬ 
fore he got into the Road indicted, the variance 
was fatal, and the Defendants entitled to an acquittal. 
The RoaA indicted did not lead from Canfield and 
Dunmow, but from the middle of the Road which 
led from one to the other. 

The Defendants were acquitted, 

Hcsl, Serjt. and Poolcy for the Prosecutors, 

The Common Serjeant aad *Espinasae for the 

Defeadants, 


MAIDSTONB 
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MAIDSTONE SUMMER ASSIZES, 1810. 




Steaks v. Smith, Clerk. 


self as of i on- 
flon, if in fact 

it 18 Ml W^^t- 

minster, it is fa¬ 
tal. 


broJ-h/agai'iiRt This was ail actioii of Trespass against the I)e- 
j*icc,'an?po- fendant, who was a J usticc of Peace for the County 
Kent, for breaking and entering the Pluintid's 
by t^J Altornly kotisc, and Searching it without authority, and iii- 

Scs^rilnllwmJuring his gOOds. 

The Plaintiff put in the notice pursuant to the 
Statute 22 Geo. II. 

The notice was Signed John Spencer Young, 
Attorney for Plaintiff, Inn, London', that 

being the description of his place of residence, as 
required by the Statute. 

It was objected. That Nexv Inn, where the At¬ 
torney lived, (it being ascertained to be^Veto hin, 
near St. Clementes,') was in Westminster, and not 
in Lomlon\ and that, therefore, there was a mis¬ 
description of the Attorney’s residence. 

Lord Eli.J iNBOROUGH ruled the objection to be 
sufjicient, and Plaintifl* was nonsuited. 


Best, Serjt. and 'Espinassc for the Plaintiff. 
Garrow for the Defendant. 


INDEX. 
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A 

* nACCOUf'.i, 

parlies, lia\ing cross 
clcniaiuls, sollle amJ balance ac¬ 
counts, lljougli |)arl of the Phiiii- 
tiff's ciemanc) was for which no 
action coultl he suj.>porlcd, the 
settlnnent of the accounts shall 
bind the J^efendant, so that he 
cannot set ttp the dereiicc to an 
action for the haiancc. Daw¬ 
son V. Remnant. Page ii4 

yigenf. 

1, An affidavit of an agent can¬ 

not be used to prove a fact 
against the princi]ial, where he 
cannot Imnself be called, hut 
the principal lias used an aifi- 
davit of the agent in an appli¬ 
cation to the court, in which 
a pari^ulur fact is stated, the 
affidavit of the agent may be 
used as evidence, Johnson v. 
JP ard. 47 

2, An agreement entered into by 

one of the cotnmiitee on an 
election shall bind the candi¬ 
date. Honeywood v. Sir IV. 
ijeary. 119 

Agreement, 

If a tenant holds under an agree¬ 
ment for a lease, which speci¬ 


fies the covenant to be inserted 
in the k‘a^e, with a right of 
entry for breach of them, an 
ejectment may be sustained on 
any breach, ihoneh no lease 

* lias ever horn executed. Doe 
ev don. Oldersfjaw and All. v. 
Breach. Page I0f» 

Amniity. 

Where an annuitv has licen grant¬ 
ed lor a sum pajd as a coiisulcr- 
atiun for it, that is, money had 
from tile time of the gr.mt, if 
the annuity is at anv subsequent 
time set aside, and where the 
grantor became bankrupt after 
the grant, hut subsequent to its 
being set aside, it is barred by 
his certificate. Walker v. Des¬ 
carry. 98 

% 

Apprentice. 

Where an apprentice is bound for 
five years, and ,a bond given 
conditioned for his service, the 
binding being void under the 
stat. 5 Eliz. as not being for 
seven years, the bond is also 
void. Burney v. Jenningsi 8 

Attorney', 

I. If a Defendant, bdng sued, 
pays the PlaintiflT, after the writ 
is sued out, the money without 

discharging 
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i^Ischarging the costs, the attor¬ 
ney may pmcted in the cause 
nntvvillistanding. Toms v. 
Vctvel. 

2. A pcTaon to whom a party, 
supposing him to be an attor¬ 
ney, makes confidential com¬ 
munications respecting his <‘aiisc, 
is hound to give evidence of 
them, il called as a witness, al- 
rorneys only being so privileged 
as to not being l.'onnd to dis¬ 
close the secrete of their clients. 
Fouviam, adxninistralor, .v. 
Young, 113 

B 

Jitmker. 

If a bill is accepted, the person 
who takes the bill docs it under 
all the terms of acceptance, and 
therefore if made payable at a 
banker’s it must be demanded 
within hanking hours, bar¬ 
ker V. Gordon, d-l 

jBanJcrvpt. 

H. If A. trader, against whom a 
con)ini''sion of bankruptcy has 
issued, has acquiesced in it so 
far as to goto the ditTercnt cre¬ 
ditors to solicit them to vote for 
particular persons as assignees, 
he cannot afterwards question 
the commission in an action for 
money nad and received against 
those persons, whether he is an 
object of the bankrupt laws or 
not. Like v. Howe & Rogers. 

Page 20 

2. A debt of 100/. for goods sold 
on credit will not support a 
commission of bankrupt until 


the credit expires, if a bill is 
given for them; but if sold on 
the terms of giving a bill at 
two months, and no bill is in 
fact given, a commission on 
such a debt cannot lie supported. 
IloskniSy assignee of Dcigktony 
a bankrupt, v. Duptroij. 55 

3. If a person, against whom a 

commission of bankrupt issues, 
acquiesces in ii. so far as /o take 
a part in the sale of his own 
effects under the coirwnu.sion, 
he shall not afterwards be al¬ 
lowed to question it. Clarke 
V. Clarke and Brown, fil 

4. Where an annuity has hccu 
granted fur a sum paid as a con¬ 
sideration for it, that is, money 
had and received from the time 
of the grant, if the annuity is at 
any subsetjuent time set aside, 
and where the grantor became 
a bankrupt after the grant, but 
sabseriucnt to its being set aside, 
it IS barred by his certificate. 

Walker v. Lescany 98 

5. An admission res|>ecting his 
debt, made by the petitioning 
creditor, is admissible evidence 
in an action where the validity 
of the commission of bankrupt¬ 
cy cemes in question. Young 
aiid Marly y. Smith and Phillips. 

121 

Bastard, 

Where the father of a bastard 
child, against whom an order of 
filiation hud been made, paid 
several sums on that account to 
the parish, and during all that 
time for w'hich be paid the 
child had been in the Foundling 
Hospital, and the parish put to 

no 
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no expencc, he may recover it 
back. Jioilgion v, William'i. 

Fage 29 

Bill in Equity, 

Depositions taken under an old 
commission may be adnnited 
without producing the commis¬ 
sion, as it may be presumed to 
be lost, aliter, where under a 
recent one the bill and answer 
need not be produced. Bayley 
and Alt. v. iVylie. 85 

Bill of Exchange. 

1 When three persons undertake 
to accept bl!l;> for a particular 
concern, and llic drawer draws 
bills on account of one of them 
only, and not for the particular 
concern^ and he accepts in tlir 
name of the tliree, such bill 
cannot be recovered by a bona 
fide holder who received it from 
the drawer against ilic other 
two. IVilliamb v. Thomas linn- 
ter and others. 18 

2. If a bill is accepted, the person 
taking the bill docs it under all 
the te«jis of acceptance, and 
therefore if made payable at a 
banker’s, it must be demanded 

' within banking hours. Farkfr 
V. Gordon. 41 

3, In an action by the indorsee of 
a bill of exchange, where seve¬ 
ral indorsements have taken 
place which are laid in the de¬ 
claration, though necessary to 
be proved in general, yet if the 
defendant applies for time to 
the holder, and offers terms, it 
ts an admission of the holder’s 


title, and a 'falver of proof of 
all the indorsement*;, except the 
first. Bosanquet v. Anderson, 

Page IS 

‘1<. An indotsement on a hill of 
exchange in these words: “ Pay 
the contents of the bill to A 15, 
being part of the consldtratioii 
in a certain deed of assignment, 
executed by the said All to the 
indorser aud others,” is not a 
limited indorsement. Potts v. 
Reed, 57 

5., If Defendant to a debt, other¬ 
wise bnutid by the Statute of 
Limitations, admits the debt, 
but claims to be discharged by 
a w’ritten insinimcnt, but which 
being referred to, does not 
amount to a legal discharge, he 
shall be bound by ihc admis¬ 
sion, and the case thereby taken 
out of llie Statutes. Parti/iglojt 
V. Butcher. (i(» 

(>, It is a good defence to an ac¬ 
tion on a l)ill of exchange, that 
it is not produced or shewn to 
be lost or destroyed, though the 
pally promised io pay it. 

Vowel V. Roach. 76 
7. Tn ail action on a propiissory 
note, the holder is not bound to 
fake an indemnity if the note 
has been lost. Pearce y. Hut¬ 
chinson. 126 

Bond. 

Where an apprentice is bound for 
five years only, and a bond 
given conditioned for his ser¬ 
vices, the binding being void 
under the Statute 5 Eliz. as not 
being for seven years, the bond 
is also void. Burne^ v. Jen- 
ings. 8 

Broker, 
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UroJcer. 

The broker \vh?) mode ihe distress 
is not ;in adinis'jible witness for 
I tie ])efeii(lant unless released. 
h'ltld V, M'llduU, Fagv 73 

c 

Case (Action onJ, 

J. Ifa person employs a tradesman 
to do any work for him, and ni 
the execution of it the trader, 
by his nc'^ligcnce, causes any 
injury to any one, the person 
employing him is liable for the 
injury arising from such neg¬ 
lect. S/j/ V. Ed^ley. 6 

2. If the daughter of a person per¬ 
forms all the tluiii s of a servant, 
.all doniesiic oHices in iier fa¬ 
ther’s house, though she does 
not actually sleep in the house, 
is seduced, the father may sup¬ 
port ail action pfr (ja-j! 
amisit. Mann v. V.arrcti. 

3, Case will not lie for taking an 
excessive distress, where om.- 
thin^ only cr»uld he taken, 

- chough greatly exceeding in 
value the amount of the dis¬ 
tress. 

Express malice not necessary to 
be proved* to support the De¬ 
fendant. Field y. Mhchdl. 71 

Contract (Illegal one). 

Where parties, having cross de¬ 
mands, settle and halanoe their 
accounts, though part of the 
PlaiiitjfTs demand was for which 
no action could be supported, 
the settlement of the accounts 


shall bind the Defendant, so 
he cannot set up that defence 
to an action for the balance. 
JDaivsun V. Renmant, Page 241- 

Conviction. 

1. Where a person is convicted 

under Slat. Ceo. B. chap. 80, 
and a warrant issued to levy his 
goods, the rn.igii^''ate may order 
him verbally to be k'l.pt in cus¬ 
tody until a return is mad“ on 
the warrant. iSVr7/ v.’ IValls 

arrd Harris. 3(i 

2, 'rire conviction of a person 
before a .lusticc of the Peace of 
obstruciing olfieers, in which 
the evidence given is set out, 
cannot be given in evidence to 
contradict what is sworn by a 
wirness at the (rial, as to what 
he swore before the Justices. 

The King v. l^o^ae, 12 t 

C')uri-J\iartiaL 

An action will not lie against a 
Member of a Court martial for 
obocrving on the c induct of a 
J^ro^eeutor as malicious aud in¬ 
jurious to the service^^aud mak¬ 
ing mat pa-t o{ the sentence 
ac([uilfirii ilie oliieer tried by 
such Comt-marlial. Jckyllv. 
Sir Jiibn Moore. 63 

Creditor. 

fn an action by an executor or aii 
administrator for a debt due to 
the inteslate, a creditor of the. 
intestate is a good witness to 
prove it. Panlly administrator 
of Suilon V* Broun. 34» 

Demurrage 
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Demurrage, 

If a persop receives goods from 
on board ^hip, which are ship¬ 
ped to the shipper’s onler, or 
his aodgnees, paying freight 
with a ce. laio alUjwaoee fi)r 
jiiurragc, he inahcs hioiself, by 
actc^''taii:e ot tr lod*^, liable luall 
tin U’rins •)! the i>ill of luli:ig> 
and of course to deiiuirrat'C. 
Dobbin \-. Tborntun, Id 

Depositions, 

1. D^cpo'ilious t.ikcn in an action 
or? a t'(!i:ev of nisnraiKc of the 
Cc.ptain, wiui is ai.'O pari o .vnr r, 
wliei^ ihe K)ss is nnpatcci to hts 
njt&conJin ;, a.j not i vuience. 

I 'dtj !<ir V . M-b \ an . 2 7 

.2. Deposit.(>iis tal lo uiider at? oM 
coiiin»iasion ’n^y he .idniiltcd 
wiihoiU producing tlie co;nmi.s- 
sion, as it may be pre o.ojed it? 
he lost, nlitcr uheic under a 
recent one, the bill a id answer 
need not lie produced, Buvhy 
and tpylia «.j 

Distress* 

Case will not lie for taking an 
cjccessive distress, whore one 
tiling rnay only be taken, iliougii 
grv'atly exceeding in value the 
amount of the distress. 

Express malice is not necessary to 
be produced to support the De¬ 
fendant. Field V. Miicbell, 7 1 


Ejectment, 

1. Agreement for a demise fora 
year, the rent to lie paiil weeklv, 
and to have a nioiuli’s warning 
if no default was made in pav- 
nicnt of tin* rent, hut which 
agrecnuiit the lessor afterwards 
refuses to c\ccule, and the ic* 
nanl p ivs in'; rent weekly. He 

entitled to a motnh’s notice 
to ({Uil, though the ai:tccmcnt 
was not executed, and althoinrh 
if a weekly tenant, a week’s 
notic e wMs good. Doe ev dem, 
PeJunM k V. haff 'er. Page 4 

2. If H tene It comes in the mulclle 
of.a iju.nter.c.uc! afterwardspays 
for the fi'ne the beginning 
of a huccteJiug regular tjuarlcr, 
frt):n which tlntc he |)ays half 
yearly. Ins tenancy eo:naiences 
frO!n th.it regiiiar quaitcr-tlay 
low hit h he ]).iid up. D'le ea 
diim. UrJeomb v. JoLvi^i'in. lo 

fk A notice gntn nii the 25ih of 
Scpttujhor oiiii at the eijd of 
sis calendar months, i.s g<:)od to 
determine a holdintr, commenc¬ 
ing t)n tfse ‘■’.'1th of March, 

Houuird V. PVewUey. 55 

4. If a notice to quit is directed to 
the tenant by a vvrdng Christian 
name, and he keeps it, it is a 
waiver of the ipisdirection, and 
the lessor mav recover on it- if 

w * 

there was no other tenant of the 
name. Doe v. Spiller, 70 

5. If a tenant holds under an 
agreement for lease, which spe¬ 
cifies the covenants to be con¬ 
tained in the'lease, willTa right 

of 
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of entry, for a breach of them, 
an ejectment may be sustained 
on any breach, though no lease 
has ever been executed. Doe 
ex tUm. Otdershaui and Alt, v. 
Breach, IQ*') 

6. If parishes are united for paro¬ 
chial piuooses, if an ejectment 
is brought it must be laid in 
the parish where it really is 
situated. Doe ex dtm. Pinsent 
V. hammlman, I-S 

Election, * 

An agreement entered into bv 
one of tlic commutec on an 
election shall bind the candi¬ 
date, Honeywood v. Sir IV, 
Geary, 11 g 

Evidence, 

1. An unstamped agreentent 'may 
be evidence of aii KoMuiw, Doc 
ex dem. Peacock v. UafJ'an, i 
B, Df'positions taken ni mi acMon 
on a policy of insurance oi ?hc 
Captain, who is alno pa 'i owner, 
where the loss is imputed to 
misconduct are not evidence. 

Taylor v, M^Ficar, 27 
3. In an action by an indorsee of 
a bill-of exchange, where seve¬ 
ral indorsements have taken 
place, which arc laid in the de¬ 
claration, though necessary to 
be proved in general; yet if the 
Defendant applies for t':ne to 
the holder, and otfers temis, it 
is an admission of the hoklcr’s 
tkle, and a waiver of po.of of 
all the indorsernents, except 
the first. JBosanquet v. Andor- 
Sony 4-1 


4'. An affidavit of an agent cannot 
be used to prove a fact against 
his principal when he can him¬ 
self he called; but where the 
principal has used an affidavit 
of the agent in an application 
to the Court, in whicli a parti¬ 
cular fact is stated, the affidavit 
of the agent may be used as 
^evidence of that fact. Jobmon 
v, IVard, 4<7 

b, A parol evidence is adfnissible 
to shew the day on -.vhich a 
tri/d at Nisi Prius lakes place, 
Thomas V, and Smith. 80 

6’. If a person says, I’ll pay vou 
money if A B says it is due, and 
A 15 being applied to, says it is 
due, but is dea*! at the lime the 
action is brought, what he had 
said respecting the said debt is 
evidence, Daniel v. Pitt, 74 
7. It a good defence to an action 
on a bill of exchange, that it is 
not piO'lnced, or shewn to lie 
lost or destroyed, though the 
party pr">mi-ed to pay it. 

Pbivel V. Roach and Alt, 16 
S, Depos’M'nns taken under an 
old coir'’.disiou may he admit¬ 
ted wiihour producing the com¬ 
mission, as it maybe presumed 
to be lost, aliter, wJKire under a 
recent one, the bill and answer 
need not bo produced. Bajley 
and 85 

9. Where, by rule of Court, a wit¬ 
ness is about to go abroad, is 
permitted to he examined on 
inteiTogatories, they may be 
given in eviiicnce, it the witness 
Ins sailed on the voyage, though 
he may have been pul back into 
port from bad weather, Ponstek 
VfAgn^ 92 

10, A 
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lO-. Tn case agaii^st the Sheriff for 
taking insufficient pledges in 
replevin^ in proof of the insuffi* 
cioM^ of the circumstances of 
ihim, it is evidence that they 
tverfe in debt, had been af^hed, 
to for payment, and promised 
payment, but did iK)t pay. 

r Gtuyllm V. Scbolejf and Ml, 

• Page too 

11. Though an instrument comes 
out of tne possession of the ad¬ 
verse party m consequence of 
a notice to produce it, if it has 
been executed in the presence 
of a Subscribing witness, lie 
must be called to prove the exe¬ 
cution of it. Johftlon V. Lew 
elltju ' 101 


12. A person in possession of any 
paper, who is served with a sub¬ 
poena, dmes IweUf is bound to 
produce it whether the paper 
Delongs to him pr not. Atney 
V. Long, Page 116 

IS. An agreement entered into by 
one of the committee on aii 
election shall bind the candi¬ 
date. Honeywood v. Sir fV, 
Gtca^^ 119 

If. An admission respecting his 
dri>t, made by the petitioning 
creditor, is admissible evidence 
In an action in ^bich the vali¬ 
dity of the commission of bank¬ 
ruptcy colpes in question. 
“iToung a.nd v. Smith and 

* 'S%iUffs, 121 

15. The cbaVlcfSon of a person 
before a Justice of the Peace for 
^Dbamicting ofSceray in which 
th* evrocncf Is' set out, 
^ «|nnot be in evidence to 
^ntradict Jwilb iworn toby 


a witness tHie trial, as to whAl 
he swore before the JusttceS. 

Tilt King V. Howe, Igf 

16. A person to whom a partyy 
supposing hlth 10 Be an 2ttoph 
ney, mak^s Cohfidentia! Cdm- 
mpnications respecting btaedtise- 
bound to give evidenb^ ol 
ihebi, if called as a wltribsil, atj 
torfibys only being so privileged 
as to not being bnurid to uibo 
. close thb secrets of their clients. 
Founfaiiif administrator, v. 
Young* ns 


Executor, 

1. Where a policy of insurapee 
has been effccud on the life of 
a debtor, as a security to the 
lender ol money, ana the jehder 
charges the preonum^ to fhe 
account of the dehtcu*) who Ofya 
them, if the principal is aftpr.* 
wards paid, the debtoi;, pr his 
representative, t| entitlM to^tbf 
policy, iLollttnd V. 11 

s. In an action by an exnentnior 
administrator; fot a deb^dus^ to 
^he intestate, a creditor of flib 
mtestate is a good wttneas.ro 
prove it. Pauli,, admihistratoc 
of Sutton, V. Brotfn* 

3. If executors, who are by tl^s 
testator's will bO ca^y on bki 
trade for the benefit of his ptL 
mily, Suffer a pei^on'^ 
the trade in bts edvn nam<li 
persons may bring aet^iit in 
his own name for goods il^liy 

‘ himjthbughaftetwtrdfdb^tw 

able'to exebufcM^ 

V, 'Usterl 
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Father* 

If a daughter of a person performs 
all the duties of a servant, and 
all domestic ofilces in her fa¬ 
ther's bouse, though she dots 
not acioatlv sleep in the bouse,: 
i U seduced,* the iathei mtv sup- i 
port an ai-tton, per guod servi^ 
turn amiiit. Mann Barrett, 

^ Page 32 

Fj eight, 

]. If a person receives goods from 
^ aboard ship, winch are shipped 
to the ship, cr*s order, oi h'is 
'** asMgnees, p vmg frei'*ht with a 
certain allowance for demurrage, 
he makea himself,by acet'^tahee 
of gooda, liable to all the terms 
of the b’ll of laditig, anu of 
course to demurrage. Debhtn 
V. 'Tbapntofi, 6 

F, it g6(Kls co^igned from abroad 
* ‘are delivered to a person, who 
istioot tbtt' tonsignee, if 
accepts, the goods, he bidia 
foc^lhe freight. Stagurt v. 

♦ ‘ . *1. * ' 

G 






4* 


i# M 


)yher 94 ipfr«on is convicted under 
/Sutute %o. 3. chap. SO, 
and a warrabt issued to levy the 


, ptDithyon htl> goods, tbc Ma- 
. ^tder htm,)verbal!y 

* ‘‘ ,4t> m bnstody»» until a 

•** matleon the wat.Saut 
$/«//1. H^alls ati4 Hums. 36 


I Guarmtee. * 

A guarantee by a third person*00 
die sale of goods is within the 
exception of the stamp eels re- 
.> spccting agreements, and need 
not be stamped. Warringion 
and Alt, V. Furher and ^ar- 
rinstan. 89 

Goods sold. 

The mere of striking a balance, 
(or goads sold, of an account 
between two parties,^does not 
entitle ihe pa^y^ In whose fa- 
-..vour the balance is, to interest 
from that tiote> uuleas the mo- 
. ney was then to be paid, 

C/ult^ V. Duke of York. 45 
. Vide Guarantee and Stapip, 


I 

ii V t 

Jndemnity. 

In an action on a promissory 
note, the holder is not bound to 
an uidemnitv if the note 
has been lost. Pcarc^^^ Hut- 
clunson, • 1^4 


•> ( » 

Indictment, 

^ * i »ji 5* 

An indictment fur not repatFipg^t 
road must describe 4 direct ro^d. 

ifea* V. 


\. Tb^e werje ^ pf strlktng^a hp* 
laiipe^ bar oj 

coun^ betw'tvtA^ paaies^^^uiia 
lUrjjpi), ju 


npt epdtfo 



I N D E 


' fsivour the baUmce is, to intereat 
"frcnn. that tune, unless the'Voiofi* 
'i%)r«lien<vi8s to be paid. Oha^ 
J3^llAe of Yo^, 45 

^ a*ral« of Court, a' 
'<^ildbnQ<^ about to go abroad k 
't^MMariintd on interrogatories, 
they.znlnr>be givto in evidgnce 
if the tvttness'had sailed on the 
vofaire, though he may have 
put back into port from bad 
weather. Fonsict v. Agnd. 92 

Justice of the Peace, 

1. Traspasff'^gl^nst the Justice of 
the Peacrfor taking goods under 
his warrant, and tenders amends, 
if thenotice of action only claims 
goods to the value of the same 
lendcred, and it is admitted, the 
Dcfenlddjtit must have a verdict. 
Strmgef V. Martyr^ Esq. 134 
aq action is brought against 
aNJqaMce of the Peace, and no¬ 
tice given under Statute 22 Geo. 
II. 4^ S4^ed by the attorney 
for the Plaintiff, describing 
hnntidf as of Londim, if in fact 
ikiis^ in Westminster, it is fat4l. 
<S/r<^V>54»;V^> Clerk. ji08 


i* >i 


4 &indlopdand Tknant, 




4 •> 


,An.||gto^i^iy^r a demise for a 
4 year,’ thetenl to tie paid weekly, 
\anA4o «|.onth’6 warning 
if no'default was modern pay- 
.ment 



4 It finiti 




monlh*s notice 
L2 


to quit, though the agto^Otll 
was not executed, and altHttoghi.^ 
if a weekly tenatft, n sMtfa 
tice was good* Doe ex 
^ Peacock V. Fajffatu A 

3. If a tenant comes in the mild|0'' 
of aiqiiarter, and afterwards 
for the time tp the b^inning w 
a succeeding regular quarts 
, froi#which time be pavs 
yeai^y, bis tenancy cotnmenci^ 

, KOtoHhat regular quarter day tip 
which lie paid urn J}oe 
dem, dkjkneon v. 1(1 

3. A notice given on tfiet 3dth; qf 
September, to quit at the end of 
aix calendar mfontbs, is good tp 
determine a holding, cdnppetic- 
tog on the 25th ofldarcbjr ' » 

Ho^ard^ V, JFetnsky, 4A 

4. If a notice to quit is directed to 
the tenant by a wrong Chriftian 
name, and he keeps i^ ,it is a.. 
waiVer of the misdescription^ 
and the lessor may recover on 
it, if there was no othe^r (enarifi^ 
oftHbtnaine, X^v. 

5. If a tenant «hoids an 

agreement klas^ whti 
spectftes the covcnints^ tuT * 


Inserted ih the 
right of entry for a blditoh* qJt 
them, an ejectmeniiimay be sus¬ 
tained on*any brriich, though 
no lease has ever been c^cut^. 
Doe ex dem, 

Aft, V, BrfiOcb, ^ 


ZibeL 

.An action will i|pt ]^e fqr 

againaf a Memh«r 

martiialy for 

cofli^ct of tht^Ptotoculpr^^/ 
ihalicimis and injurious tcr|liie 
service and making that 


I 









tN£>S;X. 


iPaj/HttnU 


1^41 Dc^en^aptt, oeifig payjs 
.. tl^ft PUintiil^ after t|i£ w;rit h 
j 8^4 out, tne uioiiry vy,ttlioat 
costs, the attol- 
W ^y. P caiisle 

:UPtwj^tt^Qdii)g. 7 oms v. 
fpwt(U» ' ,r • 40 

JPleading. 

Whciu^veraganeral issue isplead-^ 
though with X teiuder in the 
i or with difTereot picas, 

||||^ndaiH having given notice 
hl^t-oiF may give eviilenoa ac- 
cottfingly. Osuhonv. Janef io 

Policy of Insurance* 

I. Ankt^Sdavit of an agent cannot 
he wed to prove a tact against 
^his where he himseif 

da^ ^ called f bht where the 
ytrSlwipal has used the affidavit 
hC ati agent for U\e purpose of 
an application to th^ Court, in 
• which atpart^ci4tpf fact is stated, 
the aftdavit^of the agent may 
haais^d aa evidence of that ract. 

Johnson v, Pf^rd. 47, 
,dk is sufficient in effecting a 
of luaurance for the al- 
IKd to ^iSnhiunicate to the 
^dirDvrifer^the thin •^tate of 
®* wilhl-pW'ng 
letter* containing an 
rlwrmer misfortunes, 
I^Ve ha ^ened to 
ke ship or f crew, suCh acon- 
lline,mjtf Jihi»^lS«1ces as 
rail iFV«- 

* 14; 

reposicloprjtaken Hff am action 

1^3 



,f> Wj^re t)j^ Ic^ ^ 2 ^ 
neglect, arc not cvtl 

Taylor V. ^ 

4. Where a ^Hcy of insurahee^ 
has been enected on the life of 
a debtor, ap a yecut)^ 

Iqqder of inpi^y4‘;^4 fo? ^ler- 

firemSRi to 

count or the d^tof, who^^ya 
theim if the prlici^ 

''V^rdil paid, fiic ‘'efentoV, or 'his 
representathle, is entitled td'tho 
policy, HoUcchd V. S^tb. 1 1 r 

5 . ynder pofbv on p A^iji for a 
given l\)ne, while stcurelyrndor- 
cd 111 a*^certain harbot}f,’*%he hi 
warranted in changing her htoor*' 
ipg' within th<> ^tne harbour* 

—— V, fVesimure* 100 


Poundage, 


Sec Shetiffl 


R 


Beptevtm, 


n 


1. ' Itkf neplevhif witarosa i<Mch it 
pleaded, and a stil»;t^enit'*^de« 
mand^ and tefosai replied, thn 
demaml'tSkust^lai^ie^dc by, and 
the refusal be tpitiie Pefendant* 
if bo tnade by#MiHpentopaiMi¥<]i«r 
ribcd by lum, tHhevidcixcadf^ 
not support the ibstie, i^li^ 

V. GnvUL ^ i ' * 92 * 

2, In case against theSheiili^ fot ' 
taking insufficient pleteft itC 
r^vin, in prodf of ihb Ssmi** 
eiungf of ther'circunMWM^'^ 
tbithi ^ cvid«l7^^ lip *1h4f 
wertfinddhtj Usi2]^^^4p|i^l4 



t isr t) E x. 


b br paytn^t, " had jtromised 
bul( did ^ol pay. 
Cwyllm V.' Scbohy aud Alt 
' '' ^ Page.100 

Road, 

An indictment fol* not repairing a 
road muHtdescribe a direct road. 
Rex y, Great Caajield ,, 136 


Sailor, 

1, Where a peamun haabcen irri- 
pressed, and so woiilcl be entitled 
iQ wacjes for the lime he bad 
served under Slat 2 Geo. 2. tiuu 
clciini however, depend on 

the completion of ilie voyage, 
for if the Vessel is lost, as the 
rest of the crew thereby forfeit 
their claim to wages, the im- 
pre? cd seaman equally forfeits' 
•. his claim for wages to the time 
of ids being impressed. Dunk- 
ley V'. Biihaer and JJ(^d S6 
‘ 9, A prom'Se made by the master 
fT.bf a* vessel of an* advance of 
. to a sailor; fur extra work 

durmvf the voyage is void, 

■ ^ Mevrhh'i 12,8 


'' " Seduction, 

* ff a dausbier of a person performs 
all the duties of a servant, and 
' ■ all dom.est'c offices in her fa- 
■ ther’s- honse^ though she does 
not aejually slwp in the house, 
father' stippori cn ac- 

' .32 


Set-off. 

1. ‘ Where parties, having crosf 
demands, scttje and balance 
their-at^counis, though part of 
the PlaintifPs demand was for 
that which no aciio.ii could be 
supported, thd seitletnent of the 
accounts shall hind- the Defen¬ 
dant, so that he cannot set np 
that defence to an action for the 
balance. Dawson v. Itimn&nt, 

■ Page ^2^ 

2, Wherever a general issne is 

pleaded, though with abnder 
m the plea, or with idf^ercnt 
picas, Defendant having given 
notice of set off, may give evi¬ 
dence accordingly. CoulsQn v. 
Jones, 50 

Sheriff, •. 

1. In case against the 6bcrifl^,. for^ 

taking insufficient pledges ii re-'^ 
plevin, in proof of Ihe bsuffi-' 
ciency of thecircumstances; it is 
evidence that they were iu debt, 
hadbeen applied to for payment, 
had promised payment, but did 
not pay. Gwjllm yp .Spboley 
and Jl^ltjt . 100 

2, The Sheriff is entitled^^h hia* 

poundage on- an exccuttpir le¬ 
vied, though' thitt exeev^ibn i^' 
afterwards set aside, for irregu- 
lari’.y*. Bntlen. aiyd 

Smiti , Sheriffs of.ld^Dd©% ; 111 



If gootlafnmi 
are delivered Ki a- perspn/.'Vhp 
in fact is naVthtf 

W . ' i 




INDEX. 


lie accepts the godds* he is lia¬ 
ble for the freight. Secgare v. 
Scott. ' , .22 

Vide Saildr, , 

SirttU 

, See Negligence, 

Stamp. 

A guarantee by a third person on 
the sale of goods is within the 
exception of the stamp act, and 
need not be stamped. (Var- 
rtffgion and Alt. v. Furbef and 
IParringion, 89 

Subpoena duces liceii Officie. 

A person in pos«!ession of any pa¬ 
per, who is served with a sub- 
pcena, duces liceu, is bound to 
rotiuce it, whether the paper 
ejongs to him or noU Amejr 
V. Long. lid 


Tender. 

What is a legal tender. Holland 
V, Phillips, 46 

Tithes. 

J. Whenever a ffencral issue is 
pleaded, though wltli a tender 
in the plea, or with different 
pleas, Defendant having given 
notice of set-ofi’, tnay'give evi- 
: dence accordtjagly. Coulson v. 
"Jones. • 50 

2. Where t^re is a private road 


through a farm, a parspi^ may 
use it (or carrying away his . 
tithes, though mere is another 
public mad equally oonveiiieiit. 
Cohht Clerk, v. Selby. 103 

3. Trespass against a Justice of 
the Peace for taking goods 
under . warrant, and tenders 
amends,'if the notice of action 
only claims goods to the value 
of the suni lenderedi and H' is 
admitted, the Defendant thust 

, hathi a verdict. Stringer vZ" 
MariyTi Esq. 13* 

Trade. 

1, A person carrving on trade as a 
trustee only, for children only, 
is not liable to the penalty of 
the Statute for carrying on a 
trade without serving an ap¬ 
prenticeship. Meazean v. Pear-., 

S:AL \ 

2. The trade of a roachniaker is 
not within the Stat. 5 Eliz. 

Pr ide V. Sin bis, 131 

TrusteCi 

A person carrying on a trade as a 
trustee for children only, is not 
liable to the penalty of the Sta*. 
tutefor carrying ja trade with¬ 
out serving an apprenticeship, 
Meazean Pearsall, 1 

• U- 

Usage. ' 

i 

rf a bill is accepted, the p^temi 
taking the bill does it* andef allt' 
the terms of aceeptanee, and 

iberefbto 



tlTD £^. 


Ihntfore Male payable at a 
' banker's, it must be demanded 
'withns bafiking hours. Parker 
r« Gordon, 4 l 


TeSlnf, 

lyhtrc an action is defpndcfl by 
an order of Vestry, and the ex- 
ponces ordered to be defrayed 
out of the poors* rates, which 
cannot legally be done; a pa- 
. rtshiuner, who only meant to 
submit to pay the rate, and not 
otherwise to contribute, is a 
good witness. Yates' v. Lance. 

132 


WarrAnii. 

i. Wbei'e a person is convicted 
under Stat. Geo, 3. chap. 80> 
and a warrHnt issued to levy the 
penalty on his goods, the ma¬ 
gistrate may order him verbally 
to be kept in custodyj until a 
teturn is made on the warranU 
Still V. l^alls and Harris^ 30 

Way, 

Where there is a privajte road 
through a farm, the parson may 
use it for c^irrying away hi# 
tithes, though there, is another 
public road equally convenient- 
Cobbt Clerk, v. Selby, 103 


W 


Wa^es, 

i. Where a seaman has been im- 
* pressed, and to would be enti¬ 
tled to wages for the time he 
had served under Stat. 2 Geo. 2. 
that-felaim must, however, de- 
on the compktioo of tiie 
voyage,* Kip if the vessel is lost, 
■At the rest of the crew thereby 
forfeit their.claim to-wages, the 
.fommsed scam ad equally for¬ 
feits his claim for.wagps op to 
the little of his being impressed. 
Tiunkley v. Pulnver and Lloyd, 

86 

0 

Q, A promise made by the master 
of a vessel of an advance of 
^y 'Twagfiii,ttt :a'»Uord;br cAtra work 

i i. ' , 'iSktk s,'Mejrtf.k, 129 


Witness, 

1. In an action by an executor ot 

jidininistrator for a debt due to 
the intestate, a creditor of the 
intestate is a good witness to 
prove it, Paullf administrator 
of Stittort, V. Brown, 34- 

2, The broker who makes the dis¬ 
tress is not an admissible wit¬ 
ness for the Defendant, unless 
released. Field v. ^Xitchcll, i ^ 

3, Where, by rule of Court, a 
witness about to go abroad, is 
permitted to be examined on 
hiterrogalories, they* may be 
given in evidence if the witness 

. has! aih d on the Voyage, though 
he may have put back itttd port 
from bad .weather, Fapsi'ek v* 

4. I'be conyvelioft of a lierson be¬ 
fore a Justice of the I’eacxi for 
^>bstrMeting oSi^rs,. in 



INDEX. 


the evidence given is set out, 
cannot be given in evidence to 
conti.idicl wh.it is sworn to by 
a witness at the trial as to what 
he swore before the Justices. 
The f^tn^ V. fJowe, 12 < 

5, If an m irument co'/ics out ot 
the po-.-»e?$i >n of the adversf' 
party in consequence of a iw)- 
ticc^o produce it, if it has been 
executed in the presence of a 
subscribing witness, lie must 


be called to prove the execution 
of It. Johrfsonv. Lewe/lin, 101 
0. Where an action is defended 
by an ordei of Vestry, and the 
e ypc. ri'^ os ordered to be defrayed 
out at the pool s’ rates, which 
c I mot leg illy be done ; a pa¬ 
rishioner, who only meant to 
submit to pay the rate, and not 
otherwise t<i contribute, is a 
good witness. Yates v, JLance^ 

139 


i Ml Oh vor. VI. 


k. Wilki. Pnincr, 89, Cluwcco tint. L*iHloa. 
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